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When the brothers Richard and Samuel Rfd^ave sat down to write 
the hook which was, in effect, the first popular account of British 
Painting, at the same time they started to erect a monument to their 
own integrity and their astonishing industry. 

They dug into the previous authorities, Walpole's 'Anecdotes' 
and half a hundred others, and quarried what seemed valuable or 
permanent from much gossip and more speculation. 

'A Century of Painters' appeared first in 1866, and it still remains 
an important source book of information about the nineteenth-^ 
century painters whom Richard Redgrave, as a Royal Academician, 
had known well, in addition to providing a convenient and readable 
account of the history of painting in these islands as a whole before 
the end of the eighteenth century. 

This new* edition, which is largely founded upon the second edition 
of i8go, has been checked to correct dates and facts, established since 
by modern research. For the most part, errors have been corrected 
silently, to avoid an overburdening with notes, which would have 
detracted from the great virtue of the book, which is its readability. 

I have tried, however, to draw attention to the present location of 
some of the paintings mentioned in the text, though I fear that some 
of them are impossible to trace, and, further, where a note seemed to 
be called for, as a guide to fuller information upon any point, I have 
supplied that. All footnotes are supplied by the editor. 

The plan of the original work precluded the mention of any living 
painter, and this faulted in a most ill-balanced chapter, in the second 
edition, upon the subject of the Pre-Raphaelites. I have omitted this 
chapter as well as an out-of-date account of the process of picture- 
restoration. By doing this, I have succeeded in making the main body 
of the book closer to its title, which claimed that it dealt with a 
‘ century' and not with a period of several centuries. 



^ Et>I'TOa*S-'KKEf4'dE 

Finally, in the u>ay of editmal'interjerence, I have appended a 
short Uhliogr<why,!ivhh:hJM^^ ‘Wtl H of assistance to those who 
may wish to know more about the artists mentioned in the text. 

The illustrations.ha^efeen chosen hy Mr. L. Goldscheider, and I 
would like to add that' I am moregrateftl than I can easily express 
for the assistance which he has given me in the preparation of this 

RuTHVEN Todd 

Tilty Mill House, Great Easton. 1946 



Time Smoking a Picture, by Hogarth, 17^1 > 
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A CENTURY OF 
BRITISH PAINTERS 

INTRODUCTION 

In a short account of the most eminent painters, ancient and modem, 
by Richard Graham, which was appended to the second edition of 
Du Fresnoy’s The Art ofPaintingy pubhshed in 1716, the writer says: 
‘I am ashamed to acknowledge how difficult a matter I have found it 
to get but the least information touching some of tliose ingenious men 
of my own country, whose works have been a credit and a reputation 
to it/ Yet this difficulty mainly refers to the notices of only four 
Enghsh artists who are included m Graham* s work — Samuel Cooper, 
William Dobson, John Greenhill, and John Riley. Horace Walpole 
also remarks, m his Anecdotes of Painting in England (1762), that this 
country had not then a single volume to show on the works of its 
painters, and he even apologizes for the tide of his work. 

When a collection of Enghsh pictures was sent in 1855 to the 
International Exhibition in Paris, our art was almost unknown there;* 
and endeavours to obtain suitable space for its proper display were 
received with impatience — for it clearly was not deemed of much 
importance where the EngHsh pictures were hung. When, however, 
the cases were opened, curiosity prompted a glance at some of the 
pictures; then surprise at their merits, which were generously acknow- 
ledged, attracted more admirers than were convenient to those 
charged with the arrangement; and before this task was completed, 
the French artists admitted to their English brethren that only two 
schools then existed in Europe — ‘ours and yours*. ‘Other schools*, 
they said, ‘are founded on ours; yours is an original school* — an 
opinion which, if only intended as a compliment, is not the less a fact 
and a truth. 

The truth seems to be that the Enghsh painters, for the better part 
of a century, struggled against an old prejudice — ^namely, that art is 
neither congenial to our soil nor to our nature, and cannot flourish 
among us. Hogarth, with all his shrewd intelligence, and not a Htde 
prejudice, held this opinion. He says: ‘We cannot vie with these 
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Italian and Gothic ^ theatres of art, and to enter into competition with 
them is ridiculous; we are a commercial people, and can purchase 
their curiosities ready-made, as in fact we do, and therefore prevent 
them thriving in our native dime. ... In Holland selfishness is the 
ruling passion; in England vanity is united with it. Portrait-pamting, 
therefore, ever has and ever will succeed better in this country than 
in any other; the demand will be as constant as new faces arise; and 
with this we must be contented, for it will be vain to attempt to 
force what can never be accomplished, or at least by Royal Academies 
on the system now in agitation. . . . For historical pictures there 
never can be a demand; our churches reject them; the nobility prefer 
foreign productions, and the generality of our apartments arc too 
small to contain them. A certain number of portrait-painters, if they 
can get patronized by people of rank, may find employment, but the 
majority even of these must either shift how they can among their 
acquaintances, or Hve by travelling from town to town like gipsies.’ 

We are certainly not less a commerdal people than when Hogarth 
wrote, but we have learnt since his day the intimate connection 
which exists between art and manufacture; the State has felt it a duty 
to provide instruction in drawing, to the profit and improvement of 
even the poorest of our population; and in art-teaching, though its 
object may be definite, its limits must in their result be without 
bounds. The student who aims to become a designer for our cottons 
or porcelains be led by the development of his talents to the 
highest paths in art; and he who begins his career by dreaming of 
Raphael or Titian, but who is never able to approach these great 
examples, need not despair and starve. He has a lower and useful 
sphere open to him. He may find profitable employment as a portrait 
pamter, though in the second rank, or as a copyist or a teacher; as a 
draughtsman and designer, his attainments may be of infinite value 
in connecting art with manufacture, the alliance between which is as 
close as between art and science, and as essential in perfecting the 
works of our artists. In the most flourishitig times of Italian art, the 
greatest artists lent their talents to manufacture; the most rare jewels, 
the most precious metals, the richest silks, have been trebled in value 
by the artist’s skill. The meanest articles of our daily use may, 
by the same skill, not only be turned to greater profit, but be made 
more conducive to our enjoyment and improvement. 

^ ‘Gothic’ here does not mean a period but refers to the arts of the North — 
Dutch, Flemish, and German. 
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Of the art of the painter, the sculptor, the architect, and the orna- 
mental designer, as practised in this country, a history or even a record 
has to this time remained unwritten.^ This blank we have attempted 
to fill in the following pages, so far as relates to painting treated as 
an art exclusively. Whatever may have been the condition of Enghsh 
art prior to the commencement of the sixteenth century, its histoncal 
records are slight; they are confined to such particulars as may be found 
in the accounts of the Crown, the household expenses of the nobility, 
and the chapter records of our cathedrals, and frequently relate to the 
magnificent tombs, shrines, and chapels, which in those times were 
erected to perpetuate the memory of the great. Now and then an 
English name, either as painter, sculptor, or architect, appears, but the 
majority so employed were foreigners, brought here to execute some 
particular work, and occasionally induced to prolong their stay. 

Very few pictures of any kind painted prior to the reign of 
Henry VII are now in existence in this country. The few which can 
be identified are mosdy portraits, and have been preserved in the 
royal palaces, the mansions of the nobiHty, and in our colleges and 
corporate halls; and these relics have, unhappily, been so restored and 
renovated, that very little of the original work can now be distin- 
guished. There would, indeed, seem to have been a time when it 
was deemed a part of domestic economy to clean the pictures with 
the other furniture, and they had periodically their share of poHshing 
with the wainscot, when peripatetic renovators went from hall to 
hall, and from house to house, whitewashing and poHsliing. Such 
cleaners scrubbed off and laid on paint without the smallest re- 
sponsibility. They made the pictures shine widi new varnish, and 
patched and re-gilded the frames. By these authonties portraits were 
affiliated anew, both as to the painter and the subject of his work — 
much, perhaps, to die satisfaction of the owner, who was gratified by 
a more sounding tide to his picture; but gready to the confusion of 
the art-critic and the antiquary, now that such matters are made the 
subject of exact research. 

After these scrubbers and cleaners naturally came the repairers and 
restorers. The portrait of Richard II in Westminster Abbey, which in 

^ S. Redgrave could state tins in 1890, but since that date there have been 
very many books on the first periods of British Art, including G. Baldwin 
Brown, The Arts in Early England, T. Borenius and E. W. Tristram, English 
Mediceval Painting, and W. G. Constable’s Descriptive Catalogue of the Exhibition 
of British Primitive Paintings held at Burlington House in 1923. 
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its original state would have been of very curious interest, is said by 
Dallaway, in his edition of Walpole’s Anecdotes^ *to have been most 
injudiciously restored, or in fact painted over again about a century 
ago’. But the mischief did not end here, for an attempt has since been 
made by another cleaning to restore the original state, of which, li 
anything remains, it must be a miracle. Among the well-hnown 
memoranda of R. Symonds is this relating to tlicfine collection pur- 
chased of the Duke of Mantua by Charles I: ‘ When tlie Kang’s pictures 
came from Mantua, quicksilver was got in amongst them, and made 
them all black. Mr. Hieronymus Lamere (brother of Nicholas) told 
me that, to cleanse them, first he tried fasting-spittle, then he mixt il 
with warm milk, and those would not do; and at last he cleaned them 
with aqua-vitae alone, and that took off all the spots, and he says, ’twiU 
take off the varnish.’ William Sanderson, in his Gmphice (1658), tells 
of this old master of the cleaning-craft, *as the first who passed ofi 
copies for originals, by tempering his colours with soot, and then by 
rolling them up, he made them crackle and contract an air oi 
antiquity’. Lamere’s inventions have survived to the present day. 

As pictures aged and lost the freshness of their youthful com- 
plexions, this very defect came to be considered a beauty; the brown 
hue of successive coats of varnish was admired as an excellence: ‘A 
good picture,’ said Sir George Beaumont, ‘like a good fiddle, should 
be brown’. If a picture came from abroad in a fresh state of pre- 
servation, the dealers were too wise to let it be seen until its pure 
tints were subdued to die established hue. Connoisseurs believec 
that pictures, hke corns, obtained a patina from age, which mellowed 
their tone, and made them more valuable than in the state they lefi 
the painter’s easel. Instances of the maltreatment of pictures arc rife 
enough. A painter named Richard Brompton (d. 1782), who practisec 
in the latter half of the eighteenth century, a professed picture- 
cleaner, hves only in the bad repute of the mischief he has done, 
Among his other crimes, he is alleged to have had under his recklcsi 
hand Van Dyck’s great picture of the Pembroke family at Wiltor 
House. Rubens’s celebrated ceilmg painting m the banqueting- 
house at Whitehall was somewhat out of ready reach; it has not 
however, escaped. Only sixty years after its completion, in the rcigi 
of James II, Parry Walton (d. c. 1700), a painter of still-life, thci 
keeper of the King’s pictures, was employed to repair it, and was 
paid ^212 for his work. Then Giovanni Cipriani (1726-1785) reedvee 
3^1,000 for further retouchings; after him it was ‘refreshed’ b) 
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John P. Rigaud, R,A, (1742-1810), and the well-known William Kent 
(1685-1748) is also named as having had a share in these sad doings. 

With such doings, Hogarth had no sympathy. He called the 
smoked, dark, bad copies of frequently bad originals, and the skinned 
and re-painted realities which were sold in his day, ‘the works of 
the black masters’. Nichols tells of the inaedible numbers of such 
which were annually sold in Langford’s well-known auctions, 
obscured by dirt, or scumbled down by asphaltum to the taste of 
the so-called coimoisseur.^ In his journal of 16 November 1844, 
B. R. Haydon speaks like a painter of the cruelties suffered by a picture 
under such hands. ‘They may talk as they please of the sufferings of 
humanity, but there is nothing so excites my sympathy as the help- 
less sufferings of a fine old oil picture of a great genius. Unable to 
speak or remonstrate, touching all hearts by its dumb beauty, 
appealing to all sympathies by its silent splendour, laid on its back in 
spite of its lustrous and pathetic looks, taken out of its frame, stripped 
of its splendid encasement, fixed to its rack to be scraped, skinner, 
burnt, and then varnished in mockery of its tortures, its lost purity, 
^ts beautiful harmony, and hung up again, castrated and unmanned, 
for living envy to chuckle over, while the shade of the mighty dead 
is allowed to visit and rest about his former glory, as a pang for sins 
not yet atoned for.’ ’ 

Hogarth himself describes how spurious works of this class were 
palmed off upon our countrymen by foreign picture jobbers. 

‘If a man, naturally a judge of painting, not bigoted to these 
empirics, should cast his eye on one of their sham virtuoso-pieces, 
he would be very apt to say: “Mr. Bubbleman, that grand Venus, as 
you are pleased to call it, has not beauty enough for the character of 
an Engl^h cook-maid”; upon which the quack answers, with a 
confident air: “O Lord, sir! I find you are no connoisseur. That 
picture, I assure you, is in Alesso Baldovinetto’s second and best 
manner, boldly painted and truly sublime; the contour gracious, the 
hair of the head in the Greek taste, and a most divine idea it is.” 
Then spitting on an obscure place, and rubbing it with a dirty 
handkerchief, takes a skip to the other end of the room, and screams 
out in raptures: “There is an amazing touch! A man should have 
this picture a twelvemonth in his collection, before he can discover 
half its beauties.” The gendeman, though naturally a judge of what 
is beautiful, though ashamed to be out of fashion by judging for 
^ Biographical Anecdotes of William Hogarth, John Nichols, 1781. 
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himself, with this cant is struck dumb, gives a vast sum for the picture, 
very modestly confesses he is indeed quite ignorant of painting, and 
bestows a frame worth £50 on a frightful thing, without tlie hard 
name not worth as many farthings.’ 

Works of art are, however, liable to other dangers and mischances; 
numerous copies have been made of pictures, renowned either for the 
fame of their painter or their subject, for the collateral branches of 
families; or, as was frequently the case, as presents from the sovereign. 
Charles I employed Jan Van Belcamp (d. c. 1650) exclusively, and 
Joachim von Sandrart (1606-1688) very largely, in copying his pictures 
for such purposes, and the same practice has prevailed to our own 
day. These copies in time are exalted into origmals, while many of 
the origmals themselves have been altered in size, enlarged, or cut 
down at the will of the possessor to form companions to other pic- 
tures, to fill panels, or to fit spaces. 

Agam, as famihes rose to wealth and distinction, the herald was set 
to work to furnish them with coats-of-arms, and the painter with 
respectable forefathers. Many an ancient portrait by a curtailment of 
the ruff, or an extra curl of the wig, has changed its date from the 
first to the second James, and has figured in quite a new family 
relation. Nor have such schemes fallen into disuse; an American 
agent recendy in London explained his business to be to ‘collect 
ancestors’, and that he had been very successful. He said he had 
picked up many good portraits, and that with proper attention to 
costume and age, and some litde heraldic additions, he had matched 
suitable husbands and wives for two or diree generations, and had 
exported several very well-assorted families, which, being provided 
with full credentials, were most filially adopted, and that he was 
continuing his highly remunerative researches. This is no fiction. 

Nor have these strange mutations been confined to the works of the 
portrait painters alone. Captain William Baillie (1723-1810), famous 
as an etcher and an amateur, purchased for ^70 Albert Cuyp’s fine 
‘View of Dort’, and brought it to this country. It is known to have 
left the clever captain’s hands as two separate pictures called ‘Morning’ 
and ‘Evemng’, which were afterwards purchased for ;(^2,200, and 
mechanically reunited — so this great work may be cited as one 
genuine specimen of restoration.^ Another instance is, however, 

^ This picture was sold with the Holford Collection, Christie’s, 17 May, 
1928. The story comes from The Artist and Amateur* s Magazine^ ed. E. V. 
Rippingille, 1843, p. 102. (Cf, Bodikm*^ Dismembered Masterpieces.) 
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pertinent, having been under the eyes of all in the International 
Exhibition of 1862. John Crome's picture of Mouschold Heath 
fell into the hands of a dealer who, by the same process of cutting in 
half, converted it into two upright landscapes, which, in the same 
manner, have fortxmately been brought together again, yet not 
without, it is said, some loss of part of the subject^ 

Then, again, the fair fame of painters and the reputation of their 
works are undermined by frauds, and great profits are made by un- 
scrupulous devices. It is mentioned in J. T. Smith’s NoUekens and his 
Times y 1828, that ‘John Barnard, Esq., mcknamed Jacky Barnard, 
who was very fond of showing his collection of Italian dravdngs, 
expressed surprise that Mr. NoUekens did not pay a sufficient attention 
to them. “Yes, I do,” repHed he; “but I saw many of them at 
Jenkins’s at Rome, while the man was making them for my firiend 
Crone,® the artist, one of your agents.” ’ Perhaps it would be difficult 
to name a more fertile field from which successful fraud has reaped 
its large ill-gotten gains than these ‘drawings by the old masters*. 
The other story is equally pertinent. NoUekens was addressed by a 
young man: ‘ “WeU, Mr, NoUekens, how do you do? You don’t 
remember me; but you recoUect my grandfather, Arthur Pond?” 
“Oh, yes, very weU; he used to christen old drawings for Hudson; 
ay, I have often seen him when I was a boy.” ’ 

The same book relates how Samuel Ireland raked up many 
wretched. things which no coUectors would admit into their foHos 
as the works of Hogarth, and adds, ‘I am also credibly informed 
that there is, even at this moment, an artist who finds it rather a 
successful occupation to make spirited drawings from Hogarth’s 
prints, which he most ingeniously deviates from by the omission 
of some figure or other object, or insertion of an additional one, in 
order to give his drawing the appearance of a first thought upon 
which Hogarth is supposed to have made some alteration in his 
plate as an improvement. These drawings are discoloured, put into 
old black frames, and then, after passing diem through several hands, 
are finally sold,, accompanied wdth a very long story, to those over- 
cunning collectors destitute of sufficient knowledge to enable them to 

^ Crome*s Household Heath, Norwich, is now in the National Gallery 
(No. 689). 

2 Robert Crone, the landscape painter. He studied in Rome under Wilson; 
between 1772 and 1799 he exhibited landscapes in the Royal Academy, always 
in the manner of his master. 
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detect the forgery/ "We will only add to these experiences the opinion 
expressed in Arnold* s Magazine of the Fine Arts, 1831: ‘Such flagrant 
impositions were practised half a century ago by the picture-craft 
upon English connoisseurs as would hardly now be credited: monster 
Parmegianos, horrific Sebastian del Piombos, hideous Domenichinos, 
appalling Rubenses, spectre Guidos, assassin-like Caravaggios, and dis- 
mi Rembrandts were knocked down at five hundred guineas a head. ’ 

Even when a picture comes direct from the studio of the artist, 
is it always certainly the work of his own hand? How often are 
pictures painted in duplicate, tripHcate, or in larger quantities for 
which names have not yet become common in our language. It is 
told of the court painter to George III on his accession that, having 
painted a popular likeness of that monarch head-size, he received 
such continuous commissions for repetitions of it that his pupils 
and assistants were constantly employed on stock, and that above one 
hundred and fifty repetitions were made and found purchasers. 

When it seemed probable that William Etty’s laborious life was 
drawing to its close, his works were purchased with avidity, particu- 
larly by dealers. Some dozens of his studies firom the life had been 
lined or laid down on panels, and various purchasers* names, mostly 
dealers, were chalked upon them as they lay in his then deserted 
studio in London. He was, poor man, sick at York, and died there 
shordy after; but when the works we have mentioned — mere 
Academy studies — came forth, they were fitted with backgrounds 
and dressed up pictorially for the market, certainly not, however, by 
the hand of the master. Again, when George Doo, R.A., wished to 
engrave one of Etty’s large historical pictures which had recently been 
purchased by the Scottish Academy, the members, reluctant to lend 
their newly acquired treasure, suggested that the engraving should 
be made ftom a copy; and for this purpose they selected the work of 
a talented young painter in Edinburgh. This reduced copy, which 
was touched upon by Etty, was afterwards sold for seven hundred 
guineas as the original sketch for the picture by Etty, the price 
originally paid for it as a copy being twenty guineas. 

Very much to the point is the following extract from the Catalogue 
Raisonni of the Exhibition of Old Masters held at the British In- 
stitution in 1815. The pamphlet was published anonymously, but 
was well known to have been written by Richard R. Reinagle, R.A.: 
‘Landscape— Nicolas Poussin— Sir W.W. Wynne, Bart. And you call 
this a Poussin, SirWatkin? Believe us. Sir Watkin, from our own 
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direct knowledge, and without any malice, but merely to speak of 
tids thing as of our own makings it is a most notable liar, the owner of 
no one good quality worthy your worship’s entertainment/ 

But paintings have other enemies; they are especially of that kind 
of riches ‘which moth and rust do corrupt’. They have in great 
mansions been stowed away in roo6 and cellars, and suffered to 
perish uncared-for and unseen. They have followed the fortunes of 
great families, and when they have decayed have, with them, been 
dispersed, lost, and neglected. More than any other, such treasures are 
liable to damage by fire, and their loss by this element has been 
proportionally great. The fire of London did an amount of damage to 
works of art which has never been estimated, though we find many 
individual instances of it; for then the mansions of the noble and 
wealthy were in its midst, not, as now, removed to the suburbs. Again, 
the number of the country-seats of old English families fiUed with ilie 
treasures of art which have been destroyed by fire, either wholly or 
partially, is almost incredible; and particularly in later years, when 
attempts have been made to warm by modem inventions these 
spacious mediaeval structures. Works of art, in times of war and riot, 
have been subject to wilful destmction, and have also perished firom 
the morbid feelings of individual possessors. We have an instance of 
this in the orders of Parhament in 1645, for the disposal of King 
Charles’s collections: 

‘That all such pictures and statues there (York House) as are 
without any superstition shall be forthwith sold, for the benefit of 
Ireland and the north. 

‘That all such pictures, there as have the representation of die 
Second Person of die Trinity or the Virgin Mary upon them shall be 
forthwith burnt. 

‘That all such pictures there as have the representation of the 
Virgin Mary upon them shall be forthwith burnt. 

We have reason to rejoice that these barbaric orders were not 
stricdy carried out. So soon as Cromwell attained to sufficient 
authority he took measures to preserve the royal collections, not only 
from parliamentary viplence, but also firom private rapacity. He 
saved many fine yvorks, and he even detained some which had been 
actually sold by the orders of those whose usurped authority tem- 
porarily preceded the establishment of his own. 

‘ See The Picture Gallery of Charles I, Claude Phillips, 1906, p. 47* 

B 
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Horace Walpole, with his fnend George Vertue, must have 
rescued many a work of art from most strange associations, and we 
cannot avoid quoting his picturesquely expressed authority how 
* Portraits that cost twenty, thirty, sixty guineas, and that proudly 
take possession of the drawing-room, give way in the next generation 
to those of the new-married couple, when they are slighdy mentioned 
as my father’s and my mother’s pictures. When they become my 
grandfether’s and my grandmother’s, they mount to the two pair of 
stairs; and then, unless despatched to the mansion-house in the 
coxmtry, or crowded into the housekeeper’s room, they perish among 
the lumber of garrets or flutter into rags before a broker’s shop in 
Seven Dials’. Such already has been the fate of some of those death- 
less beauties of whom Pope promised his friend that they should 
‘Bloom in his colours for a thousand years’. 

This sad tale, too, is wittily confirmed by Reynolds, who, when his 
sister remarked that she had heard so much of the works of Charles 
Jervas (d. 1739), to whom the poet refers, and had seen so litde of 
them, only said, ‘My dear, you will find they are all removed to the 
attic’. 

As a set-off to the narrative of such destruction, it is pleasant to tell 
that at the end of the last century a large collection of the works of the 
great miniature-painters Isaac and Peter Oliver was discovered in an 
old mansion in Wales, which belonged to a descendant of their 
family. This valuable treasure consisted of the portraits of Sir Kenelm 
Digby and his family. The latest were dated in 1633. They were 
enclosed in ivory and ebony cases, and the whole collection locked up 
in a wainscot box, where they had lain in safety, and were as fresh as 
when first painted. Walpole was so fortunate as to secure these rare 
works, he says, ‘at a great price’. They were dispersed on the sale of 
the Strawberry Hill collection.^ 

★ ★ ★ 

While works of art in England have suffered so greatly from 
neglect, ignorance, and fanaticism, added to accidental damage and 
natural decay, the names of our countrymen to whom many of these 
works must be assigned perished with them. Of the early painters we 
know little; as illuminators, they introduced into their works delicate 
imitations of the human figure, animals, flowers, and foliage; as 

^ See Anecdotes of Painting in England, Horace Walpole, ed. Ralph N. 
Womum, 1876, i, 223-4, note, for particulan about the sale of these miniatures. 
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decorators, under the names of ‘steyners’ or painters, they painted 
and gilded the carver’s wooden and stone images, and the devices of 
heraldry; and at a later period, probably, improved their imitations of 
the human face, till their representations were recognized by the 
name of ‘portraits on board’. Of their works under the unassuming 
tide of glaziers, there remain some well-authenticated painted win- 
dows of no mean art, though they may have been executed from the 
designs of foreigners. Sometimes the arts of the painter, sculptor, or 
‘marbler*, as he was then called, and architect were combined, as 
was the case with the great artists of the same period in Italy. But, as 
we have said, litde remains of the works of the great decorators of 
this period to enable us to form a judgement of their merits. Of the 
painter’s share, all has perished or been defaced. 

Walpole, possessing the materials so carejEuUy collected by Vertue, 
has given us the best connected account of the foreigners who, in the 
practice of their art here, became the teachers of our own artists. In 
the reign of Henry Vll^Jan Gossaert, called Jan van Mahuse {c. 1478- 
1535), a native of Maubeuge, a painter of great merit, and the con- 
temporary of Albrecht Diirer, is reputed to have practised m this 
country, and to have painted the portraits of Henry and his children.^ 
Henry VIII came to the throne with an overflowing treasury.* He 
was fond of magnificence, and, in rivalry with the sovereigns of 
France and Spain, he spent the wealth amassed by his father in 
liberally encouraging painters, sculptors, architects, goldsmiths, and all 
who could foster his love of pompous display. He invited to England 
Raphael, Primaticcio, and Titian, and though these great men were 
not tempted by his munificence, several Italians, some of them pupils 
of Raphael, settled here and were employed Sy Henry, who was 
fortunate also in retaining Hans Holbein {1497-1543), who had been 
induced to visit England by Sir Thomas More. Holbein’s great talent 
as a colourist and a draughtsman, his originality, and the number and 
variety of his works during a long residence at the court, had an imme- 
diate and lasting effect upon the art of our country. We find, however, 
as is usually the case, where one man stands so incomparably above 
his compeers and successon, that diey became his imitators and 

^ There is a picture at Hampton Court erroneously called — since Walpole’s 
time — The Children of Henry VII, but representing the children of Christian II 
of Denmark. Mabuse probably never came to England. 

® See Three Inventories of Pictures in the Collections of Henry VIII and Edward 
VI, ed. W. A. Shaw, 1937. 
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followers only, and that their works, if they approach his in excellence, 
are frequently attributed to him, and their names lost to posterity in 
the shadow of his. We next hear of Sir Antonio Moro (1512-1576), 
who came to England with Philip 11 , and left with him on the death 
of Queen Mary. He painted a number of fine portraits, many of 
which, well authenticated, remain in this country, and several historic 
pieces. In Queen Elizabeth’s reign, Lucas de HeerCj a Fleming, was the 
court painter, working in England between 1566 and 1575; and after 
a short list of foreigners, among whom Federigo Zucchero (1542-1600) 
stands prominent, we arrive at the name of Nicholas Hilliard (1547- 
1619), the first Englishman who attained a contemporary distinction 
which has survived to our own day. He was celebrated for his minia- 
tures, and his works are preserved and greatly prized by collectors. 
John Donne said of them — 

‘And a hand, or eye 
By Hilliard drawne, is worth an history 
By a worse painter made’.^ 

He was followed in his art by another countryman, Isaac Oliver 
(1556-1617), who, as his pupil, owed much to his friendly instruc- 
tion, and surpassed him in the power and excellence of his works. His 
miniatures, and some drawings by him which remain, attest his 
skill, and are valued at high prices. Some of his works have been 
engraved. 

Elizabeth’s successor, James I, was no lover of art, yet three eminent 
portrait painters who came to England in his reign found employ- 
ment, and their labours decorate the mansions of our old faniilics, 
and perpetuate the futures of many distinguished persons, in works 
which give equal delight to the artist, the historian, and the antiquary. 
These men, to whom we owe such cherished memories, were Paul 
Van Somer (1576-1621), a Fleming, who excelled in accuracy and in 
the pictorial treatment of his backgrounds; Comelis Janssens, usually 
called Cornelius Jonson {i 59 ^-c.i 66 /^), whose fadier came firom 
Antwerp, distinguished by the careful finish and calpi truth of his 
portraiture; and Daniel Mytens (1590-1642), from the Hague, a good 
colourist, and happy in his landscape backgrounds. They also had 
their imitators, and their influence is apparent m the growing taste 

^ The Stonne, Laurence Bmyon has suggested that the portrait of Donne, 
engraved by Marshall in the second edition of the Poems, 1635, is after an 
original by Hilliard; see Gcofircy Keynes, A Bibliography of Dr, John Donne, 
second edition, Cambridge, 1932, p. 183. 
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for art, and the nascent powers of the native artists who followed 
them. In this and the following reign, Peter Oliver (c. 1594-1647), the 
son of Isaac, maintained the succession of native artists, and practised 
miniature painting with great talent and success. Fine examples of his 
numerous works exist, and, when in the market, are only obtained at 
very costly prices. Contemporary with him was John Hoskins (c.i6oo- 
1664)^, also a miniature painter, an artist of great merit and highly 
esteemed. But for the unhappy political events of the reign of 
Charles I, it is impossible to predict to how high a state the arts might 
have attamed under his judicious patronage. Writers on art all concur 
in the opinion that he was singularly gifted in his knowledge and love 
of the fine arts — ^love given purely for their own sake, apart fi:om the 
renown such possessions confer. Lilly, in his Life and Death of Charles I, 
among his many fine qualities, mentions, ‘that in painting he had so 
excellent a fancy that he would supply the defect of art in the work- 
men, and suddenly draw those lines and give those airs and lights 
which experience had not taught the painter’. And Valentine Green, 
the engraver, in his Letter to Sir Joshua Reynolds, 1782, says that King 
Charles I ‘amused himself often with drawing and designing’. 

These talents, founded on a true appreciation of art, made die king 
a purchaser of pictures. On his accession, the royal palaces contained 
one hundred and fifty different works collected by Henry VIII, with 
a few purchased by Prince Henry. These Charles inherited. They 
formed the commencement of the great collection whicli he brought 
together. Of its extent and value, we have evidence in the unfinished 
catalogue left by Vanderdoort, his custode,^ This manuscript classified 
four hxmdred and sbtty pictures disposed in the palace of Whitehall 
alone, comprising, among works of lesser note, twenty-eight by 
Titian, nine by Raphael, eleven by Correggio, eleven by Holbeini 
sixteen by Giulio Romano; seven by Parmigiano, seven by Rubens, 
seven by Tintoretto, three by Rembrandt, sixteen by Van Dyck, four 
by Paolo Veronese, and two by Leonardo da Vinci. For the weU- 
known collection bought of the Duke of Mantua, Charles is reputed 
to have paid ;{^8o',ooo. The Duke of Buckingham, too, moved by the 
royal example, was a munificent collector. He purchased for a large 
price — ^Walpole says ;£io,o6o — a collection of paintings made by 
Rubens, which included nineteen works by Titian, twenty-one, by 

^ But the identity of at least three painters may be confused in these dates. 

® The manuscript of Vanderdoort’s Catalogue of 1636 is in the Bodleian 
Library, Oxford. It was published in London, 1757. 
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Bassano, thirteen by Paolo Veronese, eight by Palma, seventeen by 
Tintoretto, three by Leonardo da Vinci, three by Raphael, and thir- 
teen by Rubens himself. The Earl of Arundel also made large 
purchases, chiefly of statues and busts, many of them obtained from 
Asia Minor. Charles induced Rubens to visit his court, and to paint 
for him, though Rubens’s stay was short — ^probably not above a year.^ 
Van Dycky under the judicious patronage of Charles, settled in 
England; and these two eminent men established with great success a 
new style of portraiture in England, and gave birth to a native 
school of painters, in their pupils and imitators. 

The English artists we have already mentioned rested their reputa- 
tion on their miniature portraits; now, in the higher style of art, 
William Dobson (1610-1646) rose to much celebrity. He is the fint 
English painter who distinguished himself in portrait and history, if 
we except Sir Nathaniel Bacon (c.1585-1627), who scarcely finds a 
place in the ranks of art. Dobson painted the king, Prince Rupert, and 
several of the eminent men of his day. He was of great promise, but 
the evil times he fell upon, his love of pleasure, and his early death 
prevented the development of his art. There is a fine portrait of 
himself and his wife at Hampton Court Palace, a large, wcU-executed 
pai ntin g of the decollation of St. John at Wilton House, a family 
picture by him at Devonshire House, and a portrait of Cleveland, the 
poet, at Bridgewater House. His works approach nearly to those of 
Van Dyck, and arc scarcely inferior, except in the refinement of grace 
and drawing. In Scotland, George Jamesone (1586-1644), educated in 
the same school, attained great celebrity, and his works are still held 
in much esteem. These first dawnings of native art were, however, 
trampled out in the fierce struggles which then arose, or chilled in 
the asceticism by which they were followed. In the days of the 
Commonwealth we need only notice Walker (1599-1658), who 

then rose into reputation. He is chiefly noticeable as Cromwell’s 
portrait painter, and as the most eminent of our native artists at a 
time when foreigners met with but little encouragement here. Several 
well-known portraits by him exist, and are not without merit. One 
of his portraits of Cromwell is at Warwick Castle. * 

The Restoration did not bring with it happier times for art. 

^ See Original unpublished Papers illustrative of the Life of Sir Peter Paul Rubens^ 
ed. W. Noel Sainsbury, 1859. 

* Another portrait of Oliver Cromwell in armour by Walker is in the 
National Portrait Gallery, London (No. 536). 
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Charles II had neither the love for art nor the judgement of his unfor- 
tunate parent. He took some pains, however, to secure and collect 
such of the scattered works of his father’s collections as came to his 
knowledge; and Walpole quotes an interesting story of the king’s 
visit, privately and unknown, to the widow of OKver’s son, to 
recover some of the miniatures by diat great artist. Sir Peter Lely 
(161 8-1680) came to England in 1641, when twenty-four years of 
age, remained during the unsettled days of the Commonwealth, and 
painted Cromwell’s portrait. He succeeded to the court favour and 
patronage which Van Dyck had enjoyed during the previous reign, 
and for thirty years was tie chief and most esteemed portrait-painter, 
particularly of female portraits, in England. He is admirably satirized 
by Pope in his second epistle; and Walpole, in the same strain, says, 
‘His nymphs trail frmges and embroidery through meadows and 
purling streams’. But art became less exclusively practised by 
foreigners; portraiture was largely encouraged, and native artists 
contended for a share of its profits. Henry Anderton (1630-C.1665) was 
employed by the king and the court in portrait painting. Isaac Fuller 
(1606-1672), a man of dissolute habits, painted portraits and allegori- 
cal subjects of greater pretensions than merit or taste. /o/in Greenhill 
(1649-1676), the most distinguished pupil of Lely, brought his life 
to an early close by his intemperance; and Robert Streater (1624-1680), 
who was not without merit, and was appointed seqeant-painter to 
Charles II on the Restoration, practised both as a landscape painter and 
in history. His work in the theatre at Oxford, and several altar-pieces 
in the churches of that city, remain in a good state of preservation.^ 

We have now reached a period when we find opinions and notices 
of the artists of the day. Streater, long since forgotten, enjoyed while 
living a great reputation. Indeed, a poet, describing his allegorical 
picture at Oxford, bombastically prophesies — 

‘That future ages must confess they owe 
To Streater more than IVlichael Angelo. ’ 

The painter is also mentioned in the gossiping pages of Pepys, a lover 
and discriminating judge of art. 

*I was carried to Mr. Streater’s, the famous 'history painter, whom 
I have often heard of, but never did see him before, and there I found 

^ The ceiHng of the Sheldonian Theatre at Oxford is adorned with paintings 
by Streater, representing the Triumph of Truth, the Arts and the Sciences, 
painted in 1669. His altar-piece in All Souls College was removed in 1872, 
as the remains of a gothic altar were discovered underneath. 
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him and Dr, [later Sir Christopher] Wren and several virtuosos 
looking upon die paintings which, he is making for the new theatre 
at Oxford; and indeed they look as if they would be very fine, and 
the rest think better than ihost of Rubens in the Banqueting-house 
at Whitehall, but I do not so fully think so; but they will certainly be 
very noble, and I am mightily pleased to have the fortune to see the 
man and his work, which is famous, and he is a very civil litde man 
and lame, but lives very handsomely. ’ 

Contemporary with these men, Pepys also notices Samuel Cooper 
(1609-1672), the nephew and pupil of Hoskins, who continued, and 
was distmguished for carrying to its highest pitch, the art of miniature- 
painting, already so excellent. Though seldom attempting more than 
the head of his sitter. Cooper’s works possess a grace, beauty, and 
finish which render them most cherished in the cabinets of collectors. 
His fame was of his own time as of ours, and we read of him with true 
interest in the naive diary of Pepys, who, speaking of John Hales 
(r. 1600-1679), an artist of that day, says, ‘He has also persuaded me to 
have Cooper draw my wife’s picture, which though it cost me 30/. 
yet will I have it done’. Following Cooper and his brother Alexander 
Cooper (d. 1660), who was of some repute, was a group of English 
portrait painters, who practised chiefly miniature art, in crayons, 
water-colours, and sometimes in oil. We need only catalogue their 
names, Thomas Flatman (1635-1688), Richard Gibson the dwarf (1615- 
1690), William Gibson his nephew (1646-1702), and Edward Gibson, 
supposed to be his son (worked r.1650); John Dixon, a pupil of 
KmeUer (d. 1715), Alexander Marshal, William Hassel, Matthew 
SnelUng (worked c.1647), and Mary Beale (1633-1697). John Riley 
(1646-1691) claims more particular notice. He was of a modest 
nature, and cast into shade by the presumptuous reputation of Lely 
and Kneller, to whom we will presently revert. He painted many 
excellent portraits, among them a portrait of Charles II, who is said 
on seeing it to have discouraged the bashful artist by exclaiming, 
‘ Is this like me? Then odd’s fish I’m an ugly fellow’. But if cast down, 
Riley regained his courage, painted James II and his Queen, and was 
appointed court painter to William and Mary. We must not omit 
also to notice Joseph Michael Wright (c. 1625-1700). He was a native of 
Scotland, a pupil of Jamesone, and came to England in 1672, when 
sixteen or seventeen years of age. He is no doubt the ‘one Wright’, 
whom Pepys mentions rather contemptuously, but he deserves much 
higher consideration. He painted some excellent portraits. 
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Tempted aside to continue the succession of English artists, we 
must return to Sir Godfrey Kneller, who followed Lely and, like him, 
was at the head of his profession, in order that we may show more 
fully the great influence which these two men exercised upon our 
art for above half a century. Kneller, who was bom in 1646, came to 
England in 1674, and was employed both by Charles II and James II. 
He was the most distinguished painter of the reign of WiUiam III 
and of Queen Anne; and he lived to paint the portrait of George I, 
who created him a baronet in 1715. He died in 1723, having gleaned 
a handsome fortune from his numerous sitters.^ 

The sudden blaze of art which illumined the early years of the reign 
of Charles I was soon extinguished. Among the causes of its decline 
— ^in which political events had undoubtedly for a time the chief 
share — ^was the tendency of the age to allegory. Rubens himself had 
initiated it in his extravagant flatteries of Maria de’ Medici in the 
Louvre, and in the apotheosis of James at Whitehall, but in Kneller's 
and still more so in less able hands such displays soon descended^ to 
vapid inanities. 

When a symbol or implement alone suflSiced to create a hero or a 
demi-god, the painter was delivered from the labour of thought to 
revel in mere bravura of execution, and he became as commonplace 
as the heroes he represented. 

Antonio Verrio (c.1639-1707), invited to this country by Charles II, 
was the hero of this art. Walpole calls him ‘ an excellent painter for the 
sort of subjects in which he was employed, that is without much 
invention and with less taste his exuberant pendl was ready in pouring 
out gods, goddesses, kings, emperors and triumphs over those 
public surfaces on which the eye never rests long enough to criticize, 
and where one should be sorry to place the works of a better master, 
I mean ceilings and staircases. * For such works Verrio was ably fitted, 
and while we may despise the sort of art, and be tempted to repeat 
the sneer of Pope, we ought to do justice to the many qualities which 
the painter really possessed. His great facility, the ea^e with which 
his figures are posed, the appearance of motion, the freshness and 
decorative look of the surface, were real merits, which pleased the 
age in which he found employment, made him eminent in his own 
day, and by his popularity led to the further degradation of art. Such 
works were considered historical, and the portrait painter, who of 

» KneUer’s portraits of the Kit-Cat Club axe now in the National Portrait 
Gallery, London. 
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all men ought to seek individuality, soon began to ape the same 
manner in his portraiture. 

Like the history painter, the portrait painter of the time had a set of 
stock ideas — attitudes and accessories for his sitters. The ladies, as we 
have said, figured as goddesses or shepherdesses — ^it seemed im- 
material which was chosen; the men were a compromise, eking out a 
Roman emperor s habiliments with the large flowing wig of the time 
and other artistic properties, introduced sparingly or abundantly as 
the theme or the canvas might warrant. Thus in the portraits of the 
court beauties, the innocence of Nell Gwynne is typified by a lamb 
and a crook, while she is herself robed in a silken dis-array suitable 
to a court shepherdess. Another court beauty, perhaps with equal 
lack of merit, is represented by the court painter with the helmet and 
shield of the Goddess of Wisdom. This art of historical portraiture 
reached its climax about the end of the seventeenth century, and 
Kneller’s equestrian portrait of William III is characteristic of the 
class. 

Thus the noble and dignified portraits of Van Dyck, of Mytens and 
Jonson were succeeded by the affected allegories which Charles II 
had learnt to admire during his long banishment to the Continent and 
sojourn at the French Court; and the degeneracy had culminated at 
the period we have now reached — the reign of George I — of which 
Walpole says: ‘No reign, since the arts have been in any estimation, 
produced fewer works that wiU deserve the attention of posterity*. 
Of the painters Charles Jervas (c.1675-1739) must be noticed, if only 
as the intimate fiiend of Pope, and the vain head of the poor medioc- 
rities of his time, but nevertheless a scholar and a gentleman. With 
him was contemporary Jonathan Richardson (1665-1745), whose 
portraits were valued for the truth and firmness with which the heads 
were delineated, and Sir James Thornhill (1676-1734), whose decora- 
tions of public buildings, avoiding many of the errors of Verrio, are 
well known, particularly the cupola of St. Paul’s Cathedral and the 
hall of Greenwich Hospital. 

At the commencement of the reign of George 1 1 , Jervas and Richard- 
son were at the head of their schools; before its termination Reynolds 
was fast rising into fame. Minor painters, whose works are now 
forgotten or little known, find some record in Walpole. Of these 
men Francis Knapton (1698-1788) was distinguished for his portraits 
m crayons, and was appointed painter to the Dilettanti Society, and 
the keeper of the king’s pictures. There is a large portrait group in oil 
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by hini at Hampton Court, of the Princess of Wales and her family — 
a matter-of-fact work, without much painter-hke feeling. 

Thomas Hudson (1701-1779), remembered as the master of 
Reynolds, was the pupil of Richardson, and, succeeding Jervas, then 
became the feshionable portrait painter of his day, though it strongly 
marks the degradation of art that he, like his meaner followers, could 
only paint the head of his sitter. James Northcotc says that ‘after 
having painted the head Hudson s genius failed him, and he was 
obliged to employ Van Aachen [Joseph van Aken] to put in the 
shoulders and to finish the drapery, of both of which he was himself 
incapable’. Francis Hayman, R,A. (1708-1776), linked himself with 
the memories of our own time by his paintings in Vauxhall Gardens. 
He was a scene pamter, and was much employed in designs for book 
illustrations. Edward Edwards, in his Anecdotes of Painting, 1808, 
describes Hayman as having attained ‘a very considerable power in 
his art, and (he) was unquestionably the best historical painter in the 
kingdom before the arrival of Cipriani*. His work, ‘The Finding of 
Moses’, which he presented to the Foimdling Hospital, may be seen 
there. He Hved to be one of the first members of the Royal Academy. 
Francis Cotes, R,A, (1725-1770), must be added to this short hst. He, 
too, enjoyed a reputation in his day. Walpole says ‘that he arrived 
at uncommon perfection in crayons’. He painted the Queen, with 
the Princess Royal, then an infant, on her lap. Hogarth, who did not 
love any of the portrait painters, declared, probably not without a 
little malice, that Cotes was a better portrait painter than Reynolds 
— an opinion which posterity was far from sharing. Allan Ramsay 
(1709-1784), the oidy son of the author of the Gentle Shepherd, 
merits a high place with the foregoing. His portraits are honest and 
manly, and, if wanting in grace, are free from all affectation, well and 
powerfully painted. Of the landscape painters who were contem- 
porary vdth the men we have just mentioned, we propose to say a 
few words in a subsequent chapter as introductory to the great men 
of that school who succeeded them. 
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WILLIAM HOGARTH 

‘When things are at the worst they will mend’, and truly things were 
at the worst, so far as art goes, when sturdy William Hogarth (bom in 
London, lo November 1697), after passing honestly through his 
seven years’ apprenticeship as an engraver on silver plate, began to 
tbinlc for himself, and found that copper, under the influence of true 
art, far transcended silver merely graven with fine lines and dead 
repetitions. Began to think for himself !— here is the tme master-key 
— ^began to look at the world around him instead of at dark canvases, 
pictures over which Time had swung his scythe, and which, if once 
good, men had so botched and tinkered, so toned and begrimed, that 
their original identity was lost and gone; began to think that gods and 
goddesses had had their day, and that we might have had enough, 
even of saints and martyrs at second hand — that even ‘Beer-street’ 
and ‘Gin-lane’ might be made to teach better morality, and would 
certainly lend themselves to form a fresher art; ‘grew so profane*, 
he says of himself, ‘as to admire nature beyond the finest productions 
of art’, and acknowledged he saw, or fancied, delicacies in the life so 
far surpassing the utmost effort of imitation that when he drew 
comparison in his mind he could not help uttering blasphemous 
expressions against the divinity of even Raphael, Correggio, or 
Midielangelo. For this, however, he adds, ‘though my brethren have 
most unmercifully abused me, I hope to be forgiven’. 

Here was the man wanted; the reformer the art needed; one who 
was determined not to follow, but to lead; one who had formed his 
art upon the observation of nature only, and who on that ground 
protested against schools which he called academies. His nature and 
character well fitted him for the task he had imposed upon himself; 
even his education as an artist proved the most suitable for him. A 
man almost of the people, mixing with the artisan, the manufacturer, 
and the tradesman daily and hourly; watching their weaknesses and 
foibles, studying their dispositions and characters, and ‘habituating 
himself’, as he tells us, ‘with a view of making new designs, which 
was his first and greatest ambition, to the exercise of a sort of tech- 
nical memory*; and again we learn how, ‘by repeating in his own 
mind the parts of which the objects were composed, he could by 
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degrees combine and set them down with his pencil*. The materials 
for his ‘Southwark Fair’,i the ‘March to Finchley’,® the Election 
Series,® the Idle and Industrious Apprentices,^ were found among the 
objects by which he was surrounded in his work and everyday life — 
they were the nature which was to be his guide and teacher. It is won- 
derful how long men go on repeating the thoughts of others — ^some- 
times unconsciously, sometimes of set purpose — ^since few dare to be 
original, and there is safety in precedent. It therefore needed one who 
would break altogether with the old, both in subject and practice, 
and take a new departure in another course, ^d this Hogarth 
notably did. 

Let us describe our reformer as he appears portrayed by himself, 
and see the man and his work together. Let us examine the life-size 
portrait head in the National Gallery. It shows a difierent school of 
art to that of the periwigged worthies of his predecessors — an honest, 
homely, matter-of-fact Englishman; not the least idealized; his short 
nose a litde inclined to turn up; his round open face, his clear blue 
eye and rather firmly closed lips, are characteristic of one who might 
be a warm fiiend or a bitter enemy, and who did not shirk what he 
saw in his glass as he wrought to display himself for posterity. His 
light hair is closely cut orshaven, for no doubt in the afternoon, as he 
would repudiate singularity, he wears his wig with flowing curls, like 
other men of his time, but in the morning, and at his easel, he is more 
at his case in his furred' cap. Poor ill-remunerated Wilson, whose 
portrait hangs in the same gallery, wears a night-cap; but Hogarth, 
now well-to-do, for he has reached his forty-eighth year, has a furred 
cap and tassel. Yet in this there is no pretension; he is evidently repre- 
sented as he sat at his work. 

Had he been quarrelsome in his boyhood, ^or in his 'prentice years, 
and got that deep scar in his forehead? We know no mention by his 
biographers of how it occurred. Yet there it is, like old Oliver’s warts 
and pimples duly and literally rendered. His favounte pursuits are 
also shown. Three volumes of Swift’s works lie before him— Swift, 
whose satirical view of human nature so much resembled his own — 
his palette also, and painted on it ‘the line of beauty and of grace’, of 

1 In the collection of the Duke of Newcastle in 1885. 

® Foundling Hospital, London. 

* Sir John Soane’s Museum, London. 

* Pen and ink sketches for some of the series are in the British Museum Print 
Room. 
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which he knew litde and wrote much; and then in front of him, as 
plain and homely as himself, and, no doubt, given, like his master, to 
bark and bite occasionally — there, as large as life sits his favourite 
companion, his dog — ^no sleek spaniel or slim greyhound, but a 
bandy-legged black-nosed pug, not without some similanty to his 
master. If we add to this his figure as seen in a smaller full-length 
portrait, he would appear to have been short and thick-set, a litde 
inclined to bandy-leggedness himself, and altogether a man from 
whose outward appearance we should never expect the graceful and 
beautiful, or the refined in art. We have described his portrait, not 
solely to paint the man, but to mark the age of puerihties passing 
away, and truth and good sense revived by him — a new manner, 
which was to result in a great school of portrait painters, originating 
and derived from him. For as he has painted his very self in his own 
portraits, so it was with the portraits of others, whether of his wife, 
Jane,^ or of honest benevolent Captain Coram, * whose good heart 
and kmdly nature look forth from Hogarth’s canvas as truly as from 
any written biography. We are told, h propos of his wife’s portrait, 
that she one day observed, touching his ‘Analysis of Beauty’, ‘It is 
one thing, my dear, to scribble about beauty, but quite another to 
paint it*; which gave occasion to Garrick’s pert remark, ‘I suppose 
he vmtes from his own ideas and paints from his wife’. 

As to the man we have described, he looks well calculated to stand 
all the revilings of his contemporaries, the goddess and shepherdess 
school, the Roman Emperor period of portrait painters and their 
patrons, the collectors of fiddle-brovm saints and ropy-tendoned 
martyrs, of pseudo-Titians and second-hand Raphaels, for truly 
these did unmercifully abuse him all his days; nor was he slack in his 
retaliation with both pen and graver. A man with Htde sense of the 
refined and beautiful, little feeling for form, and unfitted to revive 
art in that direction, but with a deep love of truth and nature, and a 
keen satirical vein for follies, foibles, and humbug of every kind. He 
had, nevertheless, his own views of art, was gifted with the power to 
express them, and was destined to lay the foundations of a new school, 
whose originality is yet distinct, and in a marked degree diflferent 
from any other school of modem Europe. He thought, we are told, 
‘that both writers and painters had, in the historical style, totally over- 
looked that intermediate class of subjects which lie between the 

^ In the collection of General John dc Haviland in 1907. 

* Foundling Hospital, London. 
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sublime and the picturesque, and he wished to compose pictures on 
canvas similar to the representations on the stage, and that they should 
be tried by the same test and criticized by the same criterion*, and by 
this criterion he must himself be judged if we would fully understand 
his merits. 

Let us from this point of view examine his greatest work — the 
pictorial drama of ‘The Marriage k la Mode*.^ It is divided into six 
acts or tableaux, depicting the sacrifice of youth to money and rank, 
with its sad moral. In the first pictorial act the preliminaries of the 
barter are arranged by the conspiring parents. On the one side the 
miserly worshipper of money prepares to sacrifice his daughter; on 
the other the proud possessor of ancestral honours bargains for his 
son. In the second act the marriage has taken place, and we are 
introduced to the domestic life of the ill-assorted pair — ^the debauched 
husband, utterly indifferent to his young wife, and she coolly con- 
temptuous of her imbecile husband — their establishment artfully 
shown to be one of riot, debauchery, and waste. The third tableau 
represents the wife's rapid progress in all the worst vices of her new 
rank. She lias adopted the foreign custom of receptions in her 
dressing-room; foreign artists warble voluptuous airs as she sips her 
coffee; mock antiquities, the costly rubbish of yesterday’s auction, lie 
Uttered aroimd; and her paramour, a favoured lover in her ill-omened 
union, pours poisonous flattery into her willing ear. The fourth act is 
cunningly interpolated to give a glance at the idle life of the profligate 
husband, the betrayer of youth, himself betrayed, and suffering the 
foul curse of his crimes. The piece now hurries to its fearful climax* 
In the fifth picture, expediency and sin bear their first fruit; the wife 
has been enticed by her paramour from a masked ball to a house of 
ill-fame; she is followed by her husband, who, insensible to love, is 
sensitive to honour, and in a struggle with his wife’s seducer is foully 
slain; the lurid light, the escaping murderer, the arrival of the Watch, 
all contribute to the truthful terror of the scene, and lead us to the last 
act of this pictorial tragedy, where the wife poisons herself on hearing 
that her guilty lover has died by the hands of justice. 

Now it is true that serial pictures were not new to art; religious 
subjects had been often so treated, as in the Seven Sorrows of the 
Virgin, or the several acts of the Passion of our Lord. But the novelty 
of Hogarth’s work consisted in the painter being the inventor of his 
own drama, poet as well as painter, and in the way in which all the 
^ National Gallery, London, , ; . 
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parts are made to tend to a dramatic whole, each picture dependent 
on the other, and all the details illustrative o£the complete work; the 
same characters recur again and again, moved in dijSerent tableaux 
with varied passions; one moral running through all; the beginning 
finrling its natural climax in the end. Another novelty is the wonderful 
way in which all the objects in the picture tend to illustrate the story, 
and yet are so strictly appropriate in themselves. Appropriate back- 
grounds have been common in all good art, and in the Dutch school, 
on which Hogarth built his practice, Teniers and Ostade in low life, 
Terburg and Metsu in more genteel society, give us truthful glimpses 
of the scenery and into the dwellings of their countrymen, making us 
well acquainted with their home life. In Hogarth*s pictures not only 
is the background as truly appropriate to time and place as in the 
best works of the Dutch masten, but it possesses the additional merit 
of adding to the dramatic interest of his work, illustrating in a series 
of episodes the current story of the piece. This may be more minutely 
shown by a description from the marriage series — say, the first scene. 

As we have before remarked, in this first picture the two conspiring 
parents are consulting on their mutual sacrifice. The frther of the 
intended bride, a mean-looking vulgar citizen, with his whole soul 
fixed on money-getting, sits opposite the noble parent of his future 
son-in-law — sits uneasily on the edge of his chair, his sword between 
his legs, with the out-of-place appearance of a cur in a drawing-room. 
He c^efuUy eyes the parchment deed of settlement drawn between 
‘The Right Hon. Lord Viscount’ and himself, purchasing rank for his 
child with gold, from which he unwillingly parts. Facing him the 
peer sits proudly erect, Ids coroneted crutch by his chair, his hereditary 
gout propped on soft cushions, his family genealogy unrolled beside 
him, springing from the loins of that father of untold sons, William 
the Conqueror. Standing behind the table is the wretched sinister- 
looking starved derk of the wealthy citizen; what a miserly pittance 
does he pay his servants 1 He pushes the golden bribe towards the peer, 
but with it, as part payment, presents a mortgage on the lordly 
domains, which, appealing to the condescension he is showing, the 
tided beggar repudiates. On the other side of the picture the happy 
pair are seated on a sofr, and grouped with them the family lawyer, 
who has prepared the deeds. The future husband and wife sit back to 
back; no love is lost between them; no semblance of love is even 
thought necessary. He, it is true, loves himself, and glances at his 
own foppish appearance in the glass; his spindle shanks and patched 
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glands tdl their own tale of his debauchery and profligacy. He is 
striving to take a pinch of snuff with elegance, and to display the 
brilliant on his finger, while she, lisdessly passing the wedding ring 
backwards and forwards on her handkerchief, looks the picture of 
sullen submission, and listens sulkily to the badinage of the lawyer, 
Counsellor Silvertongue. At the feet of the pair, a happy illustration 
of their future life, are two coupled hounds, the one ever desirous of 
moving when the other would be still. 

So far as to the intention of the picture, with a few of its accessories; 
but the background, which is studiously contrived to fill its part in 
the drama, must also be described. The scenic walls of the apartment 
are covered with pictures — ^the noble owner is a man of taste: here are 
the ‘black masters’ Hogarth so much decried; and what do they 
represent? Subjects surely not chosen for their beauty; not chosen as 
objects by which we would live, surrounded; scenes of blood and 
crime — Cain killing Abel, Prometheus with his gnawing vulture, 
Judith as executioner of Holofemes, St. Lawrence roasting on his 
gridiron: these and like works, bearing no doubt names of high fame, 
and reputed of cosdy value, stamp the man of expensive habits. In 
the centre is the grandiose portrait of some noble ancestor, the vety 
epitome of that vile school of French art which Hogarth abhorred. 
It is au grand monarque, the empty head covered with a long and 
flowing wig, the body clothed in a cuirass, round the neck the Order 
of the Golden Fleece, on the breast blue and red ribbons — right 
hand so placed as to show the jewelled ring, the left clasping, not a 
sword — that were too mean a weapon— but the thunderbolt of 
Jove. In the air above this hero the winds of heaven are personified 
blowing east and west at the same time to do his bidding, a cannon 
blazes at his feet, the ball painted in its flight Here is a picture such 
as the fiishion-mongers of that day excelled in painting, and such 
as Hogarth hated and lived to put an end to. The ceiling of the room 
is also painted, as was often the case, in absurd defiance of sense and 
truth — such being frequently the work of foreigners, who palmed 
on the confiding barbarians of Britain the sheerest nonsense as high 
art. It represents — strange subject for a ceiling! — Pharaoh and his 
hosts overwhelmed in the Red Sea, and may have been intended by 
Hogarth not only to satirize the false taste of the time, but accessorily 
to point out the end of overweening pride. There is in the background 
yet another incident heightening the dramatic interest of the tale. The 
citizen’s lawyer looks out of the window, in his hand is a ‘plan of 
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the new building for the Right Hon.’ and he gazes with astonishment 
on the structure itself— a front of portico and column, half finished, 
and evidently remaining so for want of the money the settlements he 
is making are to supply; for the scaffold remains on the walls, yet no 
workmen are there, while lazy valets are grouped listlessly about the 
half-shapen stones. 

Such, then, is Hogarth’s background, cumulating its incidents and 
adding to the interest of the first scene of his drama, and in the 
succeeding pictures of the series, this power finds even stronger 
illustration. But it is not our purpose to extend the description of the 
works of Hogarth, or, indeed, of any other master, further than is 
essential to the elucidation of the modes of pictorial treatment and 
habits of thought of those who, from any cause, have influenced the 
formation of the Bntish school. For this reason Hogarth has been 
particularly dwelt upon, in the desire to show how largely he worked 
a change for the better, by influencing his successors to look to nature 
for their art — to despise mere repetitions of stale subjects from masters 
long bygone, and thoughts diluted over and over again. He treated 
men and women as human beings, and felt that the commonest phase 
of existing society might be rendered pictorially interesting. This, now 
it has* been accomphshed, may be thought a small thing; and as the 
courtiers sneered at Columbus, when he broke the egg to poise it, so 
some may now undervalue what Hogarth effected. But experience 
daily proves how tenaciously men chng to error, when sanctioned 
by high authority; and it is well to remember that, years after, 
Reynolds himself, so original both as a painter and thinker, held that 
the ‘Death of Wolfe’, being a heroic subject, should be treated — not 
in the costume of the day — not as our soldiers fought on the heights of 
Abraham, but with classical undraped forms, and was only convinced 
of his error by the success of West’s picture. In his other art-qualities, 
Hogarth, though educated as an engraver rather than as a painter, 
was by no means deficient. His execution, though solid, was more 
varied than that of his contemporaries — his handling easy and facile, 
from which cause, added to his having used a simple vehicle for his 
colours, his pictures have not greatly suffered, except perhaps by a 
sort of retributive justice at the hmdsofvampers-up of ‘black masters’, 
who have endeavoured by repeated vamishings to reduce the works 
of their old enemy to the same dark complexion as those he con- 
demned. The composition and grouping of his figures, while 
eminently natural, are agreeably adapted to the display of his subject. 
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His general colouring, never meretricious, is always sober and true, 
sometimes even excellent; the flesh of the individual heads, often 
felicitously handled, interchanging the warm tints and greys without 
appearance of muddiness. 

The drawing of Hogarth, like that of all our British painters, has 
been unceasingly but somewhat unfairly decried. The term drawing 
is used by many to express two distinct qualities, and this has led to a 
confusion of ideas, from which much of the abuse of our artists has 
arisen. It is used indifferently to define the sense of what is most 
refined and beautiful in form, and also the power of imitating form, 
that is, objects. Now in the former sense there is no doubt that 
Hogarth was deficient, and notwithstanding his good opinion of his 
own powers, he was certainly not qualified to attempt subjects of 
high art and pure form; his historical pieces were worse than failures; 
his * Sigismunda’,^ perhaps, beneath criticism; and it is doubtful even 
if the sense of the harmonies of fine form was not wanting^ in his 
nature, as the harmonies of music are to many ears, and the harmonies 
of colour are to the colour-blind. But in the other sense of the term, 
that is, the power of creating or imitating forms suitable to his own 
range of art, he was in every way a master draughtsman. Who could 
improve the action or motion of his fingers, or their physical ex- 
pression? Take as an instance, among others, that branded profligate 
dibauchi, the husband, in the second picture of the Marriage series. 
Mark the debilitated curve of the body, the helpless feebleness of the 
outstretched legs, the poise of the head, hanging weakly on the 
muscles of the back of the neck, the characteristic outline of the thin 
emaciated legs — ^in short, the whole action as well as the individual 
parts of the figure; and it will be acknowledged that the artist was no 
feeble draughtsman who could produce such a work as this, and 
numerous others in his pictures, which firom time to time have served 
our lecturers on anatomy with subjects to illustrate motion, attitude, 
and expression. 

Moreover, Hogarth’s power of imitating and his memory of form 
and expression, whether arising firom the mode in which he tells us he 
exercised it or not, must have been very great. For many of his most 
feheitous creations it is obvious he could never have used a model. It 
needed not that he shoiJd have told us such was his practice. The 
curious habit of sketching upon his nail as a help to memory could 
assist him but little, and he must have possessed a strong added power 
^Tate Gallery, London. 
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of retaining, combining, and reprodudng the incidents he had seen or 
the characters he met with and made the subjects of his study. 

Hogarth married clandestinely, in 1730, the daughter of Sir James 
Thornhill, the painter. He died childless at his house in Leicester 
Fields, 26 October 1764, from an attack of dropsy, and was buried 
in Chiswick churchyard. That he had not amassed wealth by his art 
we may assume from the fact that his widow received from the 
Royal Academy a p^ision of ^^40 a year from 1787 to 1789, when 
she died at the age of eighty years. 

We have seen some paintings that connect themselves with the 
name of Hogarth which it may not be out of place to describe here. 
They are a curious relic of Hogarth’s time, perhaps even some of the 
work of his hand, and were in a house, No. 75 Dean Street, Soho, 
once the residence of Sir James Thornhill. Entering this house from 
the front door, now closed, you are opposite the bottom of a flight 
of stairs occupying three sides of the hdl, the fourth side, on the first 
floor, forming a passage or gallery leading past the front room to 
two apartments lighted from the back of the house. Up to the height 
of this gallery the lower floor has been painted to imitate channelled 
stone-work, terminating on the first floor level with a richly orna- 
mented stone stringing; above that level, on the wall opposite the 
gallery, is a painted representation of a colonnaded corridor, having 
two arched openings between coupled columns with an ornamented 
balustrade, and a third arched opening between columns opposite the 
windows. The other side of the corridor is represented as open to 
the sky; above the entablature which the columns support is a 
covered ceiling, and in the centre an oval perspective of a balustrade, 
opening also to the sky with figures looking over it towards the 
spectator. But the principal interest in the work is concentrated on 
groups of figures looking out from the arched openings below. In 
each of these openings there are five figures of small life-size, painted 
with a free hand and much skill, and of the Thornhill period. They call 
to mind some of the figures in Hogarth’s pictures; one lady especially 
may have been Lady ThomhiU, from the likeness to Mrs. Hogarth, and 
all have, more or less, the appearance of portraits, while they are very 
unlike, in treatment and execution, the works by Thornhill’s hand 
at Greenwich and at Hampton Court. One of the figures is a black 
servant with a turban, such as we see in the ‘Marriage ^ la Mode*. 

It is traditional that Hogarth ran away with Miss Thornhill from 
this house. He most probably had ready access to it to enable him to 
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wm her affections, and we know that he studied in Thornhill's 
academy. Did he work on these paintings under her father, and do 
they represent any of the knight’s family? These are interesting 
questions, and the work itself possesses much interest in relation to 
English art. The house is now in the occupation of a large manu- 
facturer of tinned wares, and is used as a store for these goods, with 
which it is filled in every direction. The picture has been painted in 
oil on the walls, which have been plastered with a somewhat rough 
surface, then deeply saturated with oil, and painted over with a full 
brush. It would be a work of great difficulty to remove the paintings, 
which stiU in i860 were m good condition, though the browns had a 
htde broken up. They would now require a careful restoration, partly 
because an injudicious endeavour has been made to preserve them by 
glueing brown paper over the figures, and partly because of the in- 
evitable wear and tear they have undergone in consequence of their 
position. 
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CHAPTER in 


RICHARD WILSON AND HIS CONTEMPORARIES 

The preceding chapter has sketched the circumstances leading to the 
foundation of the Royal Academy, thenceforth to exercise so great an 
influence on British art. At the time of its establishment three great 
native painters flourished, and already stood high in the public 
estimation. They each became members of the new academy, one 
of them, Reynolds, its first president, and their marked genius had 
great influence during the period in which they painted, and left an 
impression on the school which is only just passing away. 

These three eminent men, who began a new epoch in art, are 
Richard Wilson^ to whom we shall devote this chapter, JosAwa Reynolds 
and Thomas Gainsborough As the first-named was fifty-four years of 
age, the second forty-five, and the third forty-one, on the establish- 
ment of the Royal Academy, it is evident that neither their merits 
nor their defects can be attributed to its teaching. It affords some in- 
sight, too, into the nature of the patronage of art at that time in 
England that aU the three began their career as portrait painters. 
Wilson hved by his portraits until his thirty-sixth year. Reynolds 
ended as he began. Gainsborough through life was largely indebted 
to portraiture for his income, and in the opinion of some of his 
contemporaries, as of our own, for his fame also. Two otlier portrait 
painters, eminent in their day, and considered at the top of their 
profession, were still in full practice—Thomas Hudson and Allan 
Ramsay. Jonathan Richardson had just withdrawn into a literary 
retirement. Of him Walpole says, ‘that his men want dignity, his 
women grace*, adding— a poor compliment to the artist! — ‘the good 
sense of the nation is characterized in his portraits*; and worse still: 
‘full of theory and profound reflections on art, he drew nodiing well 
below the head, and was void of imagination. His attitudes, draperies 
and backgrounds are totally insipid and unmeaning*. It may be added 
that his mantle descended upon his pupil Hudson, who was all his 
master was, with a dash of insipidity instead of good sense. Allan 
Ramsay had been appointed the Court painter the year before the 
foundation of the Royal Academy. His unaffected manly portraits, 
though their merits do not rise higher, earned him this distinction. 
In the International Exhibition of 1 86a, his portrait of the Duke of 
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Argyll ^ contxasted very favourably with the whole-length of Pius V II* 
considered to be one of Lawrence’s best works; yet hung dose to 
Ramsay’s, it appeared by comparison very thin and washy. Hogarth’s 
portraits, as we have said, were truthful and characteristic, but neither 
his portrait of himself nor that of his benevolent fdend, Captain 
Coram, deserves higher praise as work of art, and in his female 
portraiture grace and refinement are entirely wanting. Mrs. Hogarth’s 
portrait shows her simply as a good wifely person; while Mrs. 
Doughty’s somewhat justifies the story current in the family that on 
their complaint of its want of beauty, the painter, in a fit of anger, 
drew his knife, of which it bears the mark, across his work, and could 
hardly be so far appeased by the apologies and intercessions of friends 
as to permit the portrait to be restored. There was then at least room 
for improvement in portraiture. 

We have thought it well to defer till this chapter upon our first 
great landscape painter that part of our summary of art which refers 
to the condition of landscape painting in England, and its connexion 
with the epoch we are now approaching. 

Landscape painting was slow to receive the impulse given to its 
more fashionable nval, portraiture. The great change wrought by 
the genius of Hogarth had not yet extended to landscape. It does not 
appear that he had himself any particular predilection for it, or that 
he practised it, further than to paint backgrounds to some few of his 
pictures. Speaking of George Lambert, the scene painter (1710-1765), 
Walpole says: ‘In a country so profusely beautified with the amenities 
of Nature, it is extraordinary that we have produced so few good 
painters of landscape’. But there seems slight ground for wonder, 
since up to this period few original painters in any branch of art 
had arisen, and as was the case with regard to portrait painting, the 
scant encouragement given to art, of whatever class, had mostly 
fallen to the share of foreigners. Lambert almost always imitated 
Poussin, and though he was esteemed above the painters of his time, 
he is only remembered by his scenic reputation, and as the founder 
of the ‘Beef-steak Club’. Of this day also were The Smiths of 
Chichester, whose well-known names have lived to our ovm times. 
These three brothers, William (1701-1764), George, the most distin- 
guished (1714-1776), and John (1717-1764), shared, m their lifetime, 
a great reputation, which was spread and sustained by the talented 
engravings of WooUett, Elliott, Peake, and other artists, who we now 
^ Glasgow Art Gallery. * H.M. dxe King, Windsor Casde. 
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regret were not employed upon works of a higher dass. The brothers 
formed a sort of domestic academy. William began in portrait, and 
later painted landscape as well as fruit and flowers. George, and his 
younger brother John, who died in the prime of life, painted land- 
scape. Fashion patronized them, and the critics classed them with 
Claude and Poussin, of whom they were mere imitators. They 
painted the sweet, scenery surrounding Chichester, seeing Nature 
only by the borrowed light of these masters, and distorting her 
homely truths, by attempted classic compositions in their manner. 
George’s works fetched higher prices than Richard Wilson’s, and 
j&om him he successfully carried away the premium in a competition 
at the Society of Arts. Though he could claim no influence on the 
progress of landscape painting, we willingly admit that his works 
were often pleasing, and possessed merits which might well find 
admirers among his contemporaries. He is now forgotten, notwith- 
standing their extravagant praises. 

In marine painting, a branch of the landscape painter’s art which 
might have been supposed to appeal most directly to the national 
tastes, two foreigners, the Vandeveldes, both, father and son, called 
William, found much employment under the last two sovereigns of 
the Stuart family, and fostered a few pupils and followers. Peter 
Monamy (1679-1749), if not their pupil, was an imitator of their art, 
which his own has been said to have equalled. His execution is good, 
and his knowledge of art considerable. He has an excellent traditional 
method, with Utde professional artifice. There is a picture by him at 
Hampton Court, which, though much cracked, is beautifully painted, 
showing a fine quality of texture, with great precision of touch, the 
calm plane of the ocean level receding into the extreme distance, 
without that set scenic effect of passing cloud shadows which even 
the best masters have used to obtain the appearance of recession or 
distance: this work well deserves notice, and might puzzle the best 
painters of such subjects to rival. Samuel Scott (1710-1772) was another 
artist of the Vandevelde school, whom Walpole calls ‘the first painter 
of his age — one whose works will charm in every age’ ; adding, ‘if he 
was second to Vandevelde in sea-pieces, he excelled him in variety’. 
He was indeed a good draughtsman, and painted some tolerable topo- 
graphical views, as well as marine pieces, but his works do not show 
any original treatment; they are now litde known or esteemed, and he 
is remembered chiefly as one of Hogarth’s companions, in his jovial 
water-party to Gravesend, in 1732. Charles Brooking (1723-1759) 
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is anodier painter of the same class of subjects, who, enjoyed con- 
siderable reputation. He attained a clear manipulative excellence, 
with great truth of delineation, in which he was aided by much 
knowledge of naval tactics. At Hampton Court Palace there are some 
excellent specimens of his art. Richard Paton (1717-1791) and William 
James (worked c. 1740--1771), two landscape painters who flourished 
about this period, have left works of some excellence, but of little 
genius — the latter, however, has evidendy gone to Nature, iu an 
imitative spirit for his subjects, but has failed to give diem more than 
an antiquarian interest. He was in some respects a follower, if not a 
pupil, of Canaletto, who came to England in 1746 and stayed here 
two years.i The works and reputation of this Italian had preceded 
him; the ftcility and apparent certainty of his execution, and even 
the mechanical methods of handling displayed in his works, had a 
charm for those who had been accustomed to the tiresome excellence 
of the Dutch school, and many of his mechanical modes of imitating 
Nature were adopted by our landscape painters of this period. Thus 
we find in the series of subjects on the banks of the Thames by James 
that he resorted to ruling for the lines of his buildings, and to the 
still more mechanically conventional treatment of the ripple in water 
as expressed by Canaletto, a treatment also to be found in the works 
of others. Dominic Serves, R.A., a native of Gascony (1722-1793), was 
another painter of this class, whose art was acquired here. He was 
assisted by Brooking, and became much patronized. Serres seems to 
have left the good old traditional modes of painting, allured probably 
by the richness of Reynolds’s works, and those of the academic body 
who followed him. The result is that his pictures are a sad wreck; the 
vehicle having cracked all over. We must not, however, confound 
his works, as some have done, with those of his son, John Thomas 
Serres (b. 1759), who was the husband of the soi-disant Princess Olive 
of Cumberland, and who died in 1825. Painting the same class of 
subjects, his method of execution was so good that his works show 
neither hair nor vehicle cracks. His skies are clear and pure, the clouds 
have been laid on with much impasto, and every touch of the brush 
left without teasing or repetition. 

Such were the men, and such the state of art in this country, when 
Richard Wilson, then in his thirty-sixth year, on paying a visit to 
Francesco ZuccarelH (1702-1788), whom he met at Venice, had his 

^ Giovanni Antonio da Canal, called Canaletto; bora in Venice 1697, died 
there in 1768. 
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eyes opened by the friendly opinions of that painter as to his own 
landscape powers, and quitted his pursuit of portrait painting at once 
and for ever; not perhaps to his own profit, but in so doing he 
became the first of the great race of landscape painters, who have 
made English landscape art so pre-eminent in Europe. Wilson was 
bom in Montgomeryshire, where his father held a small living, on 
I August 1714. He came to London and, his biographer says, was at 
a suitable age placed under a painter named Wright. Of Wilson*s 
portrait art we have only seen one or two examples, which certainly 
rather justify the opinion of Edward Edwards, who, while commend- 
ing Wilson’s power of drawing a head, says that his portraits were 
not marked by any characteristic qualities. Yet a year or two before 
Wilson went to Italy, he was engaged to paint a whole-length 
portrait of the future monarch, and of his brother the Duke of York; 
and we can hardly doubt that, in an age of mediocrity, Wilson’s 
delicate eye for colour and gradation, his feeling for breadth and 
power of generalization, would place him at least on a level with 
his fellow-painters. At any rate, up to his thirty-sixth year, he found 
means to live by his portraits, and even to save money for his journey 
to Italy; while his after-biography shows that liis works were beyond 
the taste of the day and that, with all his talent as a landscape painter, 
his art only just kept him from absolute want. 

The painter, whose genius was appreciated at once by Zuccarelli, 
and whom Claude Joseph Vemet (1714-1789) generously introduced 
to the notice of his cotmtrymen, remained six years at Rome; and on 
his return to his native coimtry found, as was usual, a foreigner in 
possession jof all the patronage. This was Zuccarelli himself, ‘whose 
pleasing and elegant style’, Bryan telb, ‘was greatly admired, not only 
in Italy but throi^hout Europe’. Zuccarelli came to England in 1752, 
and was at once full of commissions. His pictures are foxmd every- 
where; in the Royal collections alone there are more than twenty of 
his works, whilst of Wilson’s we find not one. Something of this 
may be due to his rugged independence; but it is sad to look back on 
the neglect which awaited him, while such a mere decorative painter 
as Zuccarelli, whose works are a compound of facile insipidity and 
theatneal prettincss, with httle Nature and less art, was constantly 
employed, and was enabled, after a few years, to return to his own 
country with abundant means for his old age. 

Thomas Wright tells us in his L(/e of Richard Wilson that the 
artist’s return excited some interest and much criticism in the art 
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coteries of the time, and that those artists who constituted them- 
selves a self-styled committee of taste, and led the pubHc in art matters, 
sat in judgement upon him several times, and came to a resolution that 
his manner was not suited to the English taste, and that if he hoped 
for patronage he must change it for the lighter style of ZuccareUi. 
This they voted should be communicated to him by one of their 
number — ^Edward Penny, R.A., then a painter of male portraits and 
pictures of sentiment. A very different estimate is, however, formed 
of the two landscape painters at the present time. Poor Claude! poor 
Cuyp! poor Poussin and Wilson! one would be inclined to exclaim 
were it not that we are reminded of the anecdote of Jervas’s admira- 
tion of his own copy of a picture by Titian, when he dehghtedly 
exclaimed, ‘What would litde Tit say to this?’ 

Wilson sought to represent Nature’s general truths as far as the 
limitations of our artirlmguage permitted. ‘The shill and genius of 
the landscape painter/ says Reynolds, ‘wdl be displayed in showing 
the general effect\ and he adds that genius consists hi the power of 
expressing that which employs the pencil of the artist, so that the 
power of the whole may take possession of the mind, and for a while 
suspend the consideration of the subordinate beauties or defects. 
Wilson, and with him the then rising British school, despised petty 
details (no doubt carrying their principle too far), and endeavoured 
to .suppress those commonplace incidents which are to be found in 
every subject, retainmg only such as added to the sentiment of the 
whole. In this, Reynolds and Gainsborough also were eminently 
successful; and Wilson’s pictures will Kve with theirs. 

Wilson had studied both Poussin and Claude — studied, however, 
without copying. We do not, therefore, wonder that John Ruskm, 
who despises much of die art of those painters, should condemn 
Wilson as corrupted by such study; but, strange to say, he condemns 
him also as corrupted by the study of Nature, because he chose it in 
the vicinity of Rome, the great city where he first found out the bent 
of his genius. 

But after years of toil in our aty, amid the structures mean although 
picturesque, Wilson suddenly opened his eyes in this classic land of 
solemn memories, and strange, wild grandeur. He saw clearly how 
the fashionable Canaletto had depicted it mechanically and by recipe, 
and the inane ZuccareUi lowered it to his own feebleness — saw at once 
how it transcended the subjects and scenery of our former teachers, 
the Dutch, heretofore the idols of our island painters. Here for six 
c 
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years he patiendy laboured to imbibe the spirit of the scenery, to 
master its grandeur, and to fill his heart with its sublimity. And shall 
we blame him much if some of his language echoed the voices of 
those who had laboured in the same field, and who had been, if but 
imperfeedy, Hghted with the same glories? Certainly there is this praise 
due to our countrymen: that our landscape art, which had heretofore 
been derived from the meaner school of Holland, following his great 
example, looked thenceforth to Italy for its inspiration; that he 
proved the power of native art to compete, on this ground also, 
with the art of the foreigner, and prepared the way for the coming 
men who, embracing Nature as their mistress, were prepared to leave 
all and follow her. 

In treating of Wilson’s art we must regard it not only for its own 
intrinsic excellence, but also in comparison with the art of his time. If 
his landscapes are what are called ‘compositions’, rather than- simply 
imitative or portrait scenes, such was considered the highest art in his 
day. How nobly he composed" his pictures is shown not only by their 
natural impression of truth and grandeur, but by comparison with the 
feeble works of his competitors. Nor wiU the painter who under- 
stands his art ever forgo such composition or arrangement of the 
parts as shall produce the most agreeable lines, the best accidents or 
contrasts of light and dark or of colour, liiding or suppressing, by 
these accidents or contrasts, the mean and the ignoble, so as to bring 
into due importance all those points which, having been strongly 
impressed on the painter, are likely as strongly to impress the spectator. 

We have spoken of Wilson’s treatment of landscape as ‘general’ 
rather than individual, feeling assured that no term of art, as we have 
already said, is better imderstood than the term ‘generalization’. By 
this a painter, without superseding one iota of drawing or character, 
may convey a simpler, truer, and higher impression of Nature than 
by the most minutely detailed imitation. The eyes of all men differ 
in the power of seeing details; also in many states of atmosphere all 
details are absorbed, as in the finest sunsets, and in all deep shadows out 
of doors in the blaze of a surJighted day. Moreover the artist has to 
represent on a few inches of paper, or, at most, a few feet of canvas, 
besides a foreground where all the objects should be treated with 
distinctness, a middle distance extending, it may be, over miles of 
woodland, pasture, or com, passing away in the far horizon into hills 
and downs, which in their turn melt into the clouds themselves, or 
mto the unclouded sky. Does not, then, the very scale of his works 
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imply generalization, which, be it remembered, does not mean an 
attempt to fuse the specific character of any two or more objects into 
one, but the omission of those details the representation of which, 
small in themselves, becomes mean or absolutely impossible on the 
reduced scale of the picture ? No one will doubt diat he who has 
thoroughly studied the details of the form will give the general 
impression of it more truly from that study; but mean and literal 
imitation certainly degrades art, as much as simple, broad, and general 
treatment ennobles it. Another fine quality in Wilson^s art was the 
manliness and ease of the handling. The work looks as if he loved it 
for its own sake, and had moreover the most perfect mastery of his 
materials. These are qualities which all can appreciate. 

In view of the sad Mure of many of our English pictures, it would 
be highly interesting to know what vehicles and pigments were used 
by the artist, and what was the conduct of his work. How instructive 
it would be had this been written on the pictures at the time of their 
execution; we should now be able to reject pigments and vehicles we 
have retained and to revive others we have neglected, simply from 
seeing how particular methods had stood the test of time. In this the 
worst painters might teach us equally with the best. How greatly it is 
to be desired that this practice should at once be adopted. By good 
fortune, we possess indirectly, dirough Joseph Farington, R.A., 
Wilson s pupil, the mode of painting which his master followed, with 
an account of his palette and vehicle, and arc enabled to test their 
durability by the present state of his paintings. Respecting the palette 
and process adopted by Wilson, Wright, his biographer, says, ‘ Some 
particulars have been communicated to me by a friend, derived, as 
he tells me, firom a very authentic source. According to this statement, 
the coloun used by Wilson were white, Naples yellow, vermilion, 
Ught ochre, brown ochre, dark or Roman ochre, lake, yellow lake, 
lampblack, Prussian blue, ultramarine, burnt sienna. Wilson dead- 
coloured in a very broad, simple manner, giving a faint idea of the 
effect and colour intended, without any very bright light or strong 
dark; it was put on quite flat and with no handling; the shadows in 
the foreground being kept thin and clear, air-tint prevailing. When 
quite dry, he went over this a second time, heightening every part 
with colour and deepening the shadows, but keeping them brown, 
free, loose, and flat, and in a state for finishing, the half-tints still 
without high-hghts. The third time he altered what was necessary in 
the masses of tint, adding all the necessary sharpness and handling to 
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the different objects, and then giving the finish to his picture. His 
great care was to bring all the parts of the work together, and not to 
finish one part before another, so that his pictures should not, as the 
painters term it, run away with him, and that while working in one 
part he should introduce that colour into other parts where it suited, 
or lower the tone to make it suit, so that the different parts might keep 
company with each other. His air-tint was blue, burnt ochre and 
light red, with sometimes a Htde vermilion; in other cases, he made 
his air-tints of the lakes and blue; with the lakes he made his glazing 
tints on die foreground very rich and warm, and of their full force; 
but aU tliis was moderated by tints which he laid on the glazmgs. If 
any part was hard, he restored it, by scumbling over it the air-dnt 
suited to the distance of the part, and then he added the finishing 
touches and sharpness to prevent its being smoky or mealy. A magylph 
of Imseed-oil and mastic varnish, in which the latter predominated, 
was his usual vehicle, and an oyster-shell served him to contain it. He 
dead-coloured with Prussian blue, but always finished his sky with 
ultramarine; for it was his opimon that no other blue could give the 
beautiful effect of air.’ 

If we look to "Wilson’s pictures to test the success of the process, we 
find that all the solid parts in which litde vehicle has been used have 
stood well and firmly; that the greens, probably from the use of 
yellow lake, have faded, and that all the darks have grown much 
darker than originally painted; and, from the too free use of mastic- 
magylph, have become very much cracked. This is the case especially 
in Wilson’s more laboured works, as in the ‘Destruction of Niobe’s 
Children’ (Tate Gallery) and the ‘Ruins of the "Villa of Maecenas, 
Tivoli’ (National Gallery); less so in the ‘Apollo and the Seasons’, 
while the ‘River Dee’, belonging to the Duke of Wekminster, which 
is rapidly and solidly painted, has no cracks, except two arising from 
injuries on the sky. 

Wilson was not one of fortune's favourites. His life was a long 
struggle. He managed only to live, for the last four or five yean 
preceding his retirement, by the help he received as librarian of the 
Royal Academy. He is represented as a rough diamond, yet he was a 
man of much classic taste, an accomplished scholar, and, when not 
suffering under a morbid depression of spirits, courteous in his address 
and brilliant in his conversation. We are told that he considered fifteen 
guineas a good price for a three-quarter landscape, yet, even at this 
mean sum, he found few purchasers, and one day, in a tone of despair 
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or indignation, he asked James Barry, R.A., who wa5 much of his 
own stamp, if he knew any one mad enough to employ a landscape 
painter, and, if so, would he recommend him; he had then literally 
nothing to do, and at this time, though advanced in years, he was in 
the full possession of his powers. It is pleasant to add that when his 
health was gradually declining, he was enabled to retire to Llanberis, 
where he had succeeded to a small property on the death of his brother. 
There he died suddenly in May 1782. He had passed many years of his 
life in the house at No. 36 Charlotte Street, Fitzroy Square, the comer 
of North Street, where at that time there were no houses to impede 
his view of the clear country beyond. Wilson took a lease of the above 
house because of the view it afforded of the country away to Hamp- 
stead, and of the sun declining in the west. He was accustomed on 
a fine evening to throw open the window, and to invite his fiiends 
to enjoy with him the glowing sunsets behind the Hampstead and 
Highgate hills. He and William Marlow (1740-1813), the water- 
colour painter, used to sketch the old elms in front of Marylebone 
Gardens, the Vauxhall of the northern district, now entirely blotted 
out and forgotten. William Woollett, the engraver, subsequently 
lived in the same house; two arched windows, long since bricked up, 
but which then looked towards the north, were the painter s show- 
room and painting-room, and out of the upper one we may fancy 
him, with his shaved head and tasselled cap, looking firom time to 
time firom imder his shading hand to refiresh his eye with light — a 
practice, we are told, that he contiaually followed. 

Dr. Wolcot (Peter Pindar) said, ‘It is worthy of observation that 
none of Wilson’s pupils caught the manner of their master, and yet a 
school has arisen which strongly partakes of it, of which the drawings 
of my early acquaintance, the generous and giddy Tom Girtin, are an 
instance.’ George Barret, R.A., the landscape painter, is, however, a 
more prominent instance. He was bom at Dublin, about 1732, and 
was probably the son of parents in humble circumstances, since he 
began life as a colourer of prints for a Dublin publisher, having had 
some previous instruction in drawing at Robert Lucius West’s 
Academy, in that city. Introduced to Edmund Burke, a man so well 
qualified to direct the coune of the young artist, he was advised to 
turn his attention to landscape painting, and to study diligently firom 
Nature. The locality of the Irish metropolis offers ample oppor- 
tunities for such study. The city, with many noble buildings, gradually 
merges into garden-like suburbs, sloping away to the lonely shores of 
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the distant bay, and the wild country at the foot of the Wicklow hills. 
Within reach of the pedestrian artist is the jSne park through which 
the Dargle, a foaming torrent, forces its way amid rocky ravines and 
wooded dells, giving opportunities for study of the most varied 
character and unnumbered subjects for the painter. We may presume 
that it was from such material that the picture was painted which won 
Barret the premium of ^{^50, offered by the Royal Dublin Society, 
and a wide reputation in his native city. 

In 1761 or 1762, Barret left Ireland, in order to improve his art and 
his fortune in London. He brought with him two pictures which he 
had painted for his Irish patron, Lord Powerscourt, and sent them to 
the Exhibition in Spring Gardens. Here they were greatly admired, 
and the artist was so praised that his reputation was at once established 
and lucrative employment flowed in upon him. In 1764 he was again 
successful in a competition for a premium o£^$Oy the first of its kind, 
offered by the Society of Arts for the best landscape. Commissions 
flowed in upon him, constant employment induced facility, and 
facility its usual concomitant; his pictures became less thoughtful 
than heretofore, and more remarkable for ease of execution than for 
truth to Nature. 

Among the patrons of art of that day was William Lock, of 
Norbury, in Surrey.^ His house, situated on the summit of a hill in 
the midst of a park, commands a noble view both up and down the 
valley. On the slopes of the hiU are giant trees, oak and ash and 
beeches, together with a grove of ancient yews, existing before the 
Conquest, which may have sheltered the dark rites of the pagan 
Druids. Around the base of the hill flows the curious river Mole, 
while distant hills close in die prospect. Such a country must ever be 
a paradise to the landscape painter. Mr. Lock loved art, and loved 
to have the company of painters in his coimtry home, and Barret, 
now one of the forty R.A.s, was one of those who were frequent 
visitors in the happy valley. 

We may presume that when the thoughts of artists were so intent 
upon monumental works, and when the project of the decoration of 
St. Paul’s was under consideration, the subject was often discussed at 
Norbury; and when the scheme ended in disappointment, and Barry 
undertook the great room at the Society of Arts, Mr. Lock bethought 
himself of having one of the principal rooms at Norbury decorated 
with landscape paintings. He commissioned Barret to paint the walls 
‘ See The Locks of Norbury f The Duchess ofSermoncta, 1940. 
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from the skirting to the ceiling with a series of scenes. This work 
differed from Barry’s pictures at the Adelphi in being painted in oil 
on the actual surface of the wall. It is still iu existence and, after some 
cleaning and repairing, seems to have stood well, and to retain much 
of its first brilliancy. It is rather a masterly specimen of scenic 
decoration, but it has little of the finesse of true j^dscape painting; 
indeed, this was hardly to be expected. 

Barret’s pictures are painted with the firm pencil and vigorous 
oneness which charaaerize the works of the best painters of his time; 
they are often ‘compositions’, with the painter’s trees, the regulation 
rocks and water, of the followers of Poussin. But while we admire, 
at times, die ease and dexterity of their solid execution, and the 
agreeable lines of the general arrangement, his pictures do not touch 
us, since diey are the offspring more of rule than of feeling, and are 
memories of other men’s works, rather than the outcome of the 
painter’s own observation of Nature. Sawrey Gilpin, the animal- 
painter, occasionally added the figures and catde to his landscapes. 
Barret’s works were sought after and eagerly purchased; he was in 
the receipt of a year from his profession, yet such was his 

extravagance that he was in frequent difficulties. Towards the close 
of his life, his fiiend Burke procured him the appointment of master 
painter at Chelsea Hospital, hut at his death he nevertheless left his 
wife and family dependent upon the bounty of the Royal Academy. 
He died at Paddington, 29 May 1784. 

We must mention yet one more painter of the same school, JmKms 
Ccesar Ibhetson (1759-1817), who, if coming later on the stage, was 
not the less inspired in his art by Wilson. His works possess consider- 
able merit. His manner was dear and firm, powerfiil, but occasionally 
hard; his palette was simple, his colouring subdued but having a 
tendency to a clayey hue; his landscapes were pleasing, and the figures 
and catde wcU introduced, but his pictures did not find purchasers. 
He was one of the jolly fiiends of George Morland; like him he lived 
from hand to mouth; he was employed by an inferior class of picture- 
dealers, and made them his pot companions. 
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SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS 

Joshua Reynolds, born at Plympton on 15 July 1723, the year 
Kneller died, is the next of the tdo who represent the new epoch in 
art Unhke Wilson and, as we shall see, Gainsborough, Sir Joshua 
excelled only in portraits. The son of a clergyman, who sought to add 
to his income by keeping a school, young Reynolds was in a position 
to obtain knowledge, and as his father originally intended him to 
practise physic, we may presume that he endeavoured to ground him 
in the learning essential for that profession. If he never made great 
progress, his after-life proved that what he did acquire was a great 
help to him in the composition of his discourses. 

Nature intended Reynolds for a painter, and if she denied him form 
and delicate execution, she endowed him with such a fine sense of 
colour, tone, and breadth, as well as of character and of beauty, as 
qualified him to gain a world-wide fame in the pursuit of art, 

Reynolds’s father seems to have been satisfied that his son’s bent for 
art was too decided to be opposed, and to have determined to let him 
follow his own inclinations. In a tounty so remote at that time from 
the metropolis as Devonshire, it is not to be supposed that Reynolds 
could find much instruction in the art he adopted. Edward Malone 
tells us that he copied such prints and drawings as fell in his way, and 
that in his mere boyhood he studied the ‘Jesuit’s Perspective’ to such 
purpose that he was able to astonish his father by a drawing of 
Plympton Grammar School; but litde real study of art could be thus 
obtained, and we may presume that in 1741, when on St Luke’s day, 
being then about nineteen years of age, Reynolds was placed under 
Thomas Hudson in London, he had had small practice in drawing. 
Portrait painting at that time was more a trade than an art, and it is 
most probable that he returned to his native county and began taking 
portraits there, without having acquired much more than a litde 
face-painting by his two years’ sojourn in the metropolis. He says 
himself, ‘Not having the advantage of an early academical education, 
I never had the fadhty of drawing the naked figure which an artist 
ought to have’. 

Many circumstances render it fortunate for art that Reynolds stayed 
but a short time with Ins master, and it is probably even a gain to art 
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that he did not study in the St. Martin’s Lane Academy. That school 
was the centre of a knot of incapables, as Hogarth has sufficiently 
shown us; while Hudson himself, as to any real knowledge of art, 
inherited but the dregs of Lely and Kheller’s traditions, handed down 
through his master Richardson. 

On leaving London and the tutelage of Hudson he spent five years 
in practising his profession in Devonshire, it is presumed, with some 
pecuniary success. The study of Nature is the greatest source of 
improvement to an artist; and portrait painting is, or ought to be, a 
constant study of Nature. The study of art had hitherto been denied 
him, though Reynolds owned that the work of William Gandy, an 
artist of Exeter and a painter of much merit, made great impression 
on him at that period of his life, but by the kindness of Captain Keppel, 
in whose ship he sailed for the Mediterranean in May 1749, he was 
able at the age of twenty-six to visit Italy. 

Here at first he felt disappointed, and had the candour to allow that 
he was so. It is difficult to go back a century in art to what it was when 
Richardson (who wrote so well, but painted only so respectably) was 
at the head of portraiture, and Thornhill (the Raphael of St. Paulas dnd 
Greenwich) was considered ‘pre>-eminent in the line of art he pur- 
sued’ ; when Verrio’s gaudy staircases and halls (in the first freshness of 
their production, and when dirt and smoke and oft-repeated varnish 
had not improved them by obscuring their beauties) led the way to the 
galleries of the * black masters which our tourists brought home from 
Naples and Bologna. It is difficult to put ourselves in the position of 
one who had heard these works lauded as masterpieces, and had seen 
the representations by Lely and Kheller of the owners of such works, 
enshrined as far greater than the pictures of their forerunner Van 
Dyck, and who then suddenly found himself in the presence of the 
grave and solemn proprieties of Raphael, and the grand dreams of 
Michelangelo, painted in the dry and austere medium of fresco, 
without the allurements of colour, or the blander amenities of oil. 
Thus placed, should we be more satisfied than Reynolds was, or 
rather should we not be less honest and straightforward? 

He remained in Rome about two years, copying probably only for 
his own improvement and making studies from Raphael’s heads, 
while the rest of his time was filled up no doubt by the practice of 
his profession. 

Though Reynolds professes in his discourses the profoundest 
admiration for Michelangelo and Raphael, his great desire was to add 
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to the invention of these painters the colouring of the Venetian 
school. James Northcote says: ‘Some attempts may be discovered in 
his practice to imitate Michelangelo; and more to imitate Correggio; 
but it is evident that his whole life was devoted to finding out the 
Venetian mode of colouring, in the pursuit of which he risked both 
his fame and his fortune*. 

He also told Northcote that ‘he did not believe there ever would be 
in the world a superior portrait painter to Titian. That to procure a 
really fine portrait by Titian he would be content to sell everything 
he possessed,’ adding, ‘I would be content to ruin myself,* and for 
this he gives a reason far more worthy than the search into mere 
methods of execution. ‘If*, says he, *I had never seen any of the fine 
works of Correggio, I should never, perhaps, have remarked in 
Nature the expression which I find m one of his pieces; or if I had 
remarked it, I might have thought it too difficult, or perhaps^bm- 
possible to execute*; this shows that Venice and Parma were the 
sources of his inspiration. His stay in any of the cities north of Rome 
was short. In Florence about two months, in Bologna and Parma 
only a few days, in Venice six weeks — ^it was sufficient to impress him 
with an unending desire to excel in the field thus opened to his view. 
Henceforth he forsook the silvery freshness of Van Dyck and the 
Flemings, the rosy brighmess of Rubens, and sought after the golden 
tones of Titian and Giorgione. If ‘Van Dyck painted with sun in his 
room*, it was the sun shining through an atmosphere dimmed vtith 
mists and vapours; Reynolds desired rather to do as Titian had done 
before him, to paint in a light such as the summer sun sheds when it 
descends with glowing rays into the golden west. 

This was why he was ever trying new pigments and new vehicles 
— carmine, orpiment, and the golden rehes of the mummy, oils and 
varnishes, wax, amber, and resins, enriching his cold paintings by 
every art -of scumbling and glazing. And wonderful indeed are some 
of the qualities he achieved; lustrous, glowing incarnations of beauty. 
Yet unlike his great prototype in this, that what Titian painted he 
wrought with certainty and principle, making one work — as far as 
the executive process, equal to another, enduring in their richness to 
our own day—whilst the works of Reynolds were, alas! but experi- 
ments, always giving or leaving glimpses of rare beauties, but too 
often fading ere the colours on the canvas were dry. 

To Reynolds’s study of Correggio wc are indebted for some of his 
loveliest and most charming pictures, since there can be little doubt 
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that many of his infantile subjects are deeply imbued with the feeling 
of that master, even the attitude in some cases reminding us of 
Correggio. Such is the child in the ‘Holy Family’, and in the ‘Nymph 
and Cupid* while the archness of his children’s heads, arising from 
the peculiar drawing of the eyebrows, seems to be derived from the 
same source. Much, also, of the impasto of his execution is due to 
the study of that painter. But better far than any direct borrowing 
is the manner in which he followed both Raphael and Correggio in 
borrowing from Nature, Many of his best fancy pictures arose from 
his readiness in seizing the promptings and inspiration she placed 
before him. This we often find recorded both as to his subject-pictures 
and his portraits. A child sitting to him falk asleep. ‘ Tired, tired; I am 
very tired, sir,’ was the Htde plaintive cry that Northcote heard as he 
painted in the next room. Perhaps this was the very child that, sleep- 
ing, suggested one of the children in the ‘ Babes in the Wood’.® Turn- 
ing in its sleep, the group was completed with an abandon and truth 
that could hardly be so well achieved as by the wearied pose of the 
little model. Another child, pleased with the painters properties, 
suggests the principal figure in the ‘Infant Academy*.® Of his seizing 
a passing action we have one or two other remarkable instances. 
Thus we learn that when he was about to paint ‘Mrs. Siddons as the 
Tragic Muse*,^ he requested her to seat herself in a suitable pose; 
but having commenced, on her turning round to look at something 
on the wall, the new action struck him as more characteristic; he 
asked her to retain it, and we see how effective he made it in this 
the noblest portrait from his hand. Again, John Hunter the surgeon 
was sitting to him for the first time, and Sh: Joshua had been making 
a series of ineffeaual beginnings, when Hunter, in a fit of abstraction* 
took the highly characteristic attitude in which he is pamted.® How 
happily Reynolds adopted what might appear to others common- 
place incidents is seen in the playful mother and child, the ‘Duchess 
of Devonshire and her Infant’,® and in the ‘Pick-a-back*, with hosts 
of other examples that aU will readily call to mind. How fortunate 

^ Also called ‘The Snake in the Grass’, Tate Gallery. 

* In tlie collection of W. S. M. Burns, sold at Sotheby’s, 6 June 1926. 

*Iveagh Bequest, Kenwood. 

* Huntington Library and Art Gallery, San Marino, CaHfomia; a replica 
is in the Dulwich Art Gallery (copied by William Score, according to Hazlitt). 

® Royal College of Surgeons, London. 

* Earl Spencer, Althorp. 
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he was in seizing quaint attitudes is instanced in Lord Althorp with 
his hands in his pockets, ‘ Master Crewe as Henry VI II, or that prim 
Htde bundle in a mob cap, Penelope Boothby.® 

Reynolds was, as we have shown, when he started for Italy, a free 
man, untrammelled by rules or practice, and happily fitted to choose 
his own methods and to run a free career. That he did so all his 
pictures bear witness. They are, as he tells us himself, a series of 
experiments. These proved sometimes unfortunate for the possessors 
of the work, sometimes for his own reputation, but they always gave 
evidence of a zealous search after new colours and new executive 
processes. Great was the abuse heaped upon him for indiscriminate 
use of fugitive colours and fading vehicles, even in his own day, but 
it turned him not aside. From Lely’s time until Reynolds’s, a flesh- 
painting was htde better than house-painting, wholly mechanical and 
commonplace. The palette, arranged according to ruld, with a recipe 
set of tints, served equally for ah complexions. Vermihon and ochre, 
blue-black and Indian red, had to do duty for the young and the old, 
the fair and the dark — a Htde more of the grey or of the white con- 
stituting the only difference. The same laboured handling, made 
still more smooth and insipid by the use of the sweetener, resulted, m 
all cases, in the same tame and tcxtureless surface. Merely as a flesh- 
painter, what a change was wrought by Reynolds! 

On his return from Italy in 1753 , he spent three months in his native 
county, and, on his arrival in London, set up his easel in St. Martin’s 
Lane, then the haunt of art and artists. His early friend Lord Mount- 
Edgecumbe soon recommended sitters to the young artist’s studio, 
and with these and the connexions he had made in Italy, he formed an 
extensive practice, so much so that during the year 1755 we find 
engagements with no less than one hundred and twenty-five sitters, 
Reynolds made acquaintance with Johnson very soon after his return 
to London, and the two remained fast friends for life,* the doctor bemg 
indebted to the painter for many acts of kindness and, in return, 
abstaining, more than was his wont, firom those fierce attacks which 
others encountered at his hands. As his sitters increased in number and 
importance, Reynolds removed first to Newport Street, and after- 
wards purchased the house No. 47 in Leicester Square, or, as it was 
then called, Leicester Fields; here he built himself a studio and 
reception-rooms, and in this studio — ^now an auction-room — ^he 

^ The late Marquess of Crewe, London. 

* Collection of Mrs. Yerburgh. 
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paiated during the remainder of his life. It so happened that the 
majority of Reynolds’s friends belonged to the Opposition side in 
politics and, whether from this or other causes, he was little employed 
by the Court. He painted the Duke of Cumberland in 1759,^ and 
shortly after the Prince of Wales, afterwards. George III, but m 1762, 
on a vacancy m the office, he had the mortification of seeing Ramsay 
appointed Court painter, an artist of little originality, though of great 
respectabihty. 

Between Ramsay and Reynolds there could have been litde real 
rivalry, for Walpole, writing to Dalrymple in 1759, says, ‘Mr. 
Reynolds and Mr. Ramsay can scarce be rivals — ^their manners are so 
different. The former is bold and has a kind of tempestuous colouring, 
yet with dignity and grace; the latter is all delicacy. Mr. Reynolds 
seldom succeeds with women, Mr. Ramsay is formed to paint them’; 
and this was written after Reynolds had exhibited the lovely portrait 
of Kitty Fisher, and of him who was to leave us portraits of the 
Gunnings, Waldegraves,* Hornecks,® and Mrs. Sheridan!* 

Thus far we have spoken of Reynolds only as a portrait painter, 
but he claims attention as an historical painter also, as in this branch 
of the art many of his friends and contemporaries awarded him high 
rank, and warmly lamented that his talents as an historical painter 
were not more pubhcly called into requisition. 

Joseph Farington, his biographer, after ranking Reynolds with the 
most distinguished geniuses who have adorned the arts, says of him 
that ‘even to historical subjects, in many instances, he gave a charm 
that was before unknown’. 

Now it is precisely on these points we must differ. Notwithstanding 
the greatness of Reynolds as a portrait painter, and the beauty of his 
fancy subjects, he wholly fails as a painter of history. Allowing all diat 
arises from ‘colour and harmony’, we must assert that, both as to 
form and character, the figures introduced into these solemn dramas 
are wholly unworthy to represent the persons of the actors therein. 
In his ‘Holy Family’,® the mother and St. Joseph, as painted by 

^ National Portrait Gallery, London. 

* Collection of Mrs. Yerburgh. 

*In the collection of Holbrook GaskeU, sold at Christie’s, ii June 1920. 
Sketches arc m the collections of Licut.-Col. J. A. Innes and the Earl of 
Normanton. 

* Glasgow Art Gallery. 

» Tate Gallery, London. 
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Reynolds, are simply country rustics, and the infant Saviour, St.John, 
etc., might, for all there is of character or holiness, change places 
with the Cupid who directs his arrow to transfix the Nymph. Where 
is the Holy Child, who ought to be named but with reverence, and 
painted, if at all, only after deep meditation and, it may be, prayer ? 
Again, his ‘Infant Samuel’,^ more of a fancy portrait than an historical 
subject, is merely a simple child saying its nightly prayer to mnrse or 
mother ere it sleeps — ^not him set apart from birth to holy ojQBice and 
reverend service in the temple; and called, even while yet a child, 
to rebuke the laxity of the elder prophet, the head of the tlieocracy 
of Israel. Such subjects as these want more than mere colour, or light 
and shade; more than mere sweetness and simpHcity. 

Reynolds has left us many aphorisms; and many litde insights into 
his mode of working may be obtained firom his own notes, and from 
recollections by his sitters and his pupils. He evidently painted rather 
from the inspiration of the moment and of his subject than from any 
set rule, varying his manner, both for experiment and as his work 
led him on. Unlike his successor Lawrence, he seems not to have made 
^y careful drawings on his canvas, but to have trusted to his brush 
to model out the form, changed often in the progress of his picture 
when any new position or expression pleased him; hence the failure 
of many of his pictures. He found a real pleasure in painting, and was 
untiring at his work. Beattie, the poet, tells that he sat five hours to 
him on the first sitting for the allegorical portrait, ‘in which time he 
finished my head, and sketched in the figure. The likeness’, he adds, 
/is most striking, and the execution most masterly, I was not the 
least fatigued. I was so placed as to see in a mirror the whole progress ’ ; 
and he declares that the masterly manner of the artist differed as much 
from that of all other painters as the execution of Gerardini on the 
violin differs from that of a common fiddler. Reynolds was of opinion 
that a pamter should look upon his subject or sitter as if it were a 
picture, and that he would then be the more hkely to realize it as 
such. He seems never to have seen outline^ but the whole as a picture; 
its breadth, colour, and tight and dark. Thus his eye was always 
dwelling on the relation of parts, and of the figure to the ground. 
When it melted into the ground he was not seeking, as is too often 
the case, to find the form, but was content, with Nature, to lose it; 
even the light and shade seems, as he wrought, to be considered less as 
light and shade than as different modifications of a coloured surface, 

* Tate Gallery, London. 
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which we may suppose him mentally matching as a lady does her silks. 
He used to say: ‘Consider the object before you as more made out by 
light and shadow than by lines’. Yet while he was thus mentally seizing 
the form through light and shade, and the light and shade even as 
it were through colour, he was wonderfully rendering the highest 
character and the noblest expression of his sitter. 

Reynolds’s mode of painting, and the beautiful effects he obtained, 
made such an impression on the practice of our schools, for evil as 
well as good, that it is necessary to enter somewhat at length into his 
methods of execution. We know that some of his pictures faded 
very soon after they left the easel, many during his lifetime, and that, 
while some have retained their full beauty, numbers of those which 
have come down to us are but faded reUcs of the past. 

Reynolds painted, in 1760, a picture of Sir Walter Blackett, for the 
Infirmary at Newcastle upon Tyne. In Leslie’s life it is said: ‘This 
picture stands well’. But there is a very different story current. Sir 
Walter lived to a great age, an age beyond the three-score years and 
ten allotted to the common run of mankind, and as he advanced in 
years, found the picture, which was to hand him down to posterity, 
so faded and perished firom the fleeting pigments and unsatisfactory 
vehicles Sic Joshua had used that the Newcastle knight made the 
following epigram on his own portrait, and was very fond of re- 
peating it to his fiiends: 

‘Painting of old was surely well designed 
To keep the features of the dead in mind, 

But this great rascal has reversed the plan, 

And made his picture die before the man.’ 

Sir Joshua, with his usual equanimity, took such sarcasms patiently 
and even joked himself at times on the subject, remarking that he 
might say of his works that he came off with 'flying colours’.^ It is but 
fair to hear him in his own justification. ‘My frequent alterations’, 
says he, ‘arose from a refined taste, which could not acquiesce in any- 
thing short of a high degree of excellence. I had not an opportunity of 
being early initiated in the principles of colouring; no man, indeed, 
could teach me. If I have never been settled with respect to colouring, 
let it at the same time be remembered that my unsteadiness in this 

^ See also Blake: ‘Wlien Sir Joshua Reynolds died 
All Nature was degraded; 

The King drop*d a tear into the Queen*s car 
And all his pictures faded. 
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respect proceeded from an inordinate desire to possess every kind of 
excellence that I saw in the works of others. My fickleness in the mode 
of colouring arose from an eager desire to attain the highest excellence/ 

The reasons for the failure of Sir Joshua’s works may be ranged 
under three heads, and in discussing them we shall necessarily have 
to write on his methods of execution, on which he has left us ample 
notes. These causes of failure were: 

I. The use of improper vehicles. 

:a. The mixture in the same work of various vehicles which are 
antagonistic to one another, such as those which are soft and fluent 
under those which are hard; rapid dryers over slow dryers, and even 
m the same picture, watery with oily vehicles. 

3. The use of uncertain and unstable pigments, and their improper 
combination cither widi one another or with the vehicles he added 
to them. 

Reynolds seems to have departed from the Flemish mode of 
colouring, that of painting at once from a white ground, and to have 
adopted a method analogous to the Venetian system, preparing a 
ground by a first colouring in black and white, or these with a little 
admixture of red, and then on this preparation completing with rich 
colourings and gla2dngs; although in his numerous experiments he 
at times worked so completely at random that it is difficult to trace 
any systematic mode of procedure. William Mason, the poet, who 
himself dabbled in art, records that in 1754, when Reynolds was 
young ill his practice, Lord Holdemcss sat to him for his portrait,^ 
which portrait he afterwards presented to the poet. Mason having 
been engaged in settling the preliminaries as to sittmg, etc., was 
permitted to be present in the painting-room on every occasion when 
Lord Holderness sat, and he thus describes the mode in which the 
picture was painted: ‘On a light-coloured canvas Reynolds had 
already laid a ground of white, and which was still wet, where he 
meant to place the head. He had nothing upon his palette but flake 
white, lake, and black; and without making any previous sketch or 
outline, he began with much celenty to scumble these pigments to- 
gether till he had produced, in less than an hour, a likeness sufliciently 
intelligible, yet withal, as might be expected, cold and pallid to the 
last degree. At the second sitting he added, I believe, to the other 
three colours a litde Naples yellow; but I do not remember that he 

^ Collection of the Earl of Yarborough. 
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used any vermilion, neither then nor at the third trial required/ 
Lake alone produced the carnation. ‘The drapery’ of this three- 
quarter portrait was ‘crimson velvet, copied from a coat Lord 
Holdemess then wofe, and apparently not only painted, but glazed 
with lake, which has stood to this hour perfecdy well, though the 
face, which as well as the whole picture was highly varnished before 
he sent it home, very soonfadedy and soon after, the forehead particu- 
larly, cracked, almost to peeling off, which’, he adds, ‘it would have 
done long since had not his pupU William Doughty repaired it.’ 

Mason afterwards says that in 1759, when painting ‘Venus and 
Cupid Reynolds had ‘laid aside his first favourite, lake, preferrmg 
Chinese vermihon, thinking it more durable. I have seen it (the “Venus 
and Cupid”), during its progress,’ he continues, ‘in a variety of different 
hues of colouring, sometimes rosy beyond nature, sometimes pallid 
and blue.’ We saw this picture in the Institution in 1 865. The flesh stands 
well, the colour is good, but cracked with dry hard cracks; the browns 
have drawn together. It has evidendy been much worked upon in parts. 

Charles Robert LesHe says that Reynolds believed as confidendy in 
the Venetian secrety as ever alchemist did in the ‘philosopher’s stone’. 
We ourselves were acquainted with an old painter, a pupil of West’s, 
who in his latter days had devoted himself to repairing pictures, and 
who possessed portraits by both Titian and Rubens, which he said had 
belonged to Sir Joshua, and parts of which, to obtain this wishecL-for 
secret, had been scraped or rubbed down to the panel, to lay bare the 
under-paintings or dead colourings. It was this search for the Venetian 
secret, this constant course of experiments in his pictures, that has 
caused so many failures. 

At one time he thought he had at length arrived at the best mode 
of painting, and wrote in his note-book, 1770 — ‘I am fixed in my 
manner of pamting. First and second painting, oil and copaiba 
varnish solely with black, ultramarine and white; for the after and 
last paintings, yellow, black and lake, and black and ultramarine 
without white,’ but he adds, ‘retouched with a little white and with 
other colours’; from this process, however, he soon changed, as we 
find in the same year notes of quite different methods. Sometimes on 
this black and white ground he added the tints of the complexion, 
either with copaiba varnish, or with mastic without oil. Thus, he says 

^ In the collection of Lord Castletown, sold at Christie’s 18, July 1924; a 
replica, belonging to Lord Leverhulme, was sold by Knight, Frank & Rutley 
in September 1925. 
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of a portrait of Kitty Fisher,^ painted in 1766, ‘ Face with wax, drapery 
with wax, and afterwards varnished,’ which is made clearer by the 
notes on Mr. Pelham’s portrait of die same year.® ‘Painted with lake 
and white, black and blue, varnished with green mastic dissolved in 
oil, with sugar of lead and rock alum, yellow lake and Naples yellow 
mixed with the varnish’; from which it more clearly appears that on 
the cold neutral first colouring the enrichments were added in colours 
tempered with varnish. Thus painted, we find from many notes, that 
the picture was surface-varnished throughout before it was sent home. 
Such pictures failing from the wax-medium, the copaiba, or other 
vehicles used, the restorer, in taking off the outer coat of varnish, 
almost of necessity took off the last rich painting, which had been 
completed with the same kind of varnish. Here we trace the ruin 
caused by the improper vehicles used; and the pictures thus destroyed 
are those pallid grey, but still delicately beautiful portraits by his hand, 
such as the ‘Kitty Fisher’, the ‘Miss Homecks’, and a host of odicn. 

These pictures, in fact, were wholly denuded of the ‘deep-toned 
brightness* which Sir Joshua sought for at the expense of durability. 
We extract from William Cotton’s Sir Joshua Reynolds and his Works, 
1856, notes by Sir William Beechey and Benjamin Robert Haydon 
upon Reynolds’s experiments in colouring. Beechey says, ‘ Sir Joshua’s 
having made use of Venice turpentine and wax, as a varnish’ (or 
vehicle), ‘accounts in a great measure for the pale and raw appearance 
of his pictures after cleaning. Rubbed over slightly with spirits of 
turpentine,’ and alas! too often spirits of wine are used, — ‘the glazing 
colours must inevitably be removed.’ He tells us that Sir Joshua 
‘loaded his pictures with Venice turpentine and wax without oil, 
without considering the consequences. It is’, he adds, * a most delicious 
vehicle to use, and gives tiie power of doing such things and produc- 
ing such effects as cannot be approached by anything else while the 
pictures are fresh J He tells us, too, that ‘Rembrandt followed the same 
practice, but only painted his lights with a fuU body of colour, his 
shadows were always smoodi, thin, and very soft. Sir Joshua loaded 
his shadows as much as his lights. There is a binding quality in white 
that always dries hard like cement. Dark colours are Ae reverse, and 
if thickly painted crack with any vehicle except oil.’ 

'We are rather inclined to think that Reynolds’s darks have more 
often failed from the use of asphaltum, and that a picture painted 

^ Iveagh Bequest, Kenwood. 

* Formerly in the collection of Leopold Hirsch. 
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ttroughout with pure wax properly melted into varnish will become 
hard and firm, and will not crack. We have a copy after Sir Joshua so 
painted thirty-five years ago and varnished at the time. It is as hard 
and firm as when first painted, and it is rather to the use of asphaltum 
or to heterogeneous mixtures of incongruous vehicles that the worst 
failures are to be imputed. Of this kind of vicious execution, the 
portrait of Miss Kirkman, noted 2 October 1772, is one of the worst 
specimens, ‘gum dragon and whiting, dien waxed, then egged, then 
varnished, and then retouched — cracks,’ adds Sir Joshua himself, 
and who would doubt it? Haydon says, ‘Reynolds wanted to get at 
once what the old masters did with the simplest materials, and then 
left time and drying to enamel. To wax a head, then egg, then varnish 
it, then paint again, all and each stiU half dry beneath, could only end 
in ruin, however exquisite at the time,’ adding, ‘whilst West’s 
detestable surfece has stood firom the simplicity of the vehicle, half 
Sir Joshua’s heads are gone; though what remains are so exquisite 
one is willing to sacrifice them for the works we see,’ a sentence we 
concur in as far as it is possible to understand it. 

Of his own portrait, painted in the same year, Reynolds notes, 
‘Water and gum-dragon’ (tragacanth),^ ‘vermiHon, lake, black, 
without yellow, varnished over with egg, after Venice turpentine’. 
‘Heavens, murder! murder!!’ cries Haydon, ‘it must have cracked 
under the brush!!’ No wonder that, when Reynolds complained to 
Northcote that he did not dean his brushes well, the pupil retorted, 
‘How can I when they are so sticky and gummy?’ And here let us 
give a note of warning to those who possess pictures by Reynolds, that 
they should avoid new German processes of restoration, processes for 
softening the gum of the varnish, rendering it fluid for a time, that it 
may subside evenly and again harden. What, under such a process, 
would become of the last glazing paintings made with the- same 
varnish as a vehide? Between taking oflF too much, or flowing the 
glazings into the varnish, there is hardly a choice of evils. 

Reynolds himself said that vegetable pigments, the lakes and yellows 
used for the tints of his complexions, are far more brilliant than 
mineral pigments, and he declared to Northcote that they would not 
change, but might safely be used if locked up by varnish. He also 

^ Paint mixed with tragacanth has to be kept very thin and must not be 
varnished for a considerable time. Its effect is pastcl-likc and tragacanth is 
actually used in the manufacture of pastel crayons. No Venetian effects can be 
achieved with it. 
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seems to have felt that they were purer and fresher when used with 
varnish than with any oil medium, since all oils have more or less 
yellow of their own: hence his use of varnishes as a vehicle. These 
colours, fugitive in themselves, as the spirit gradually evaporated 
from the gum, frded entirely away, even when their departure was 
not hastened by the detergents of the restorer. 

Then agam Sir Joshua was accustomed to use mineral pigments, 
under conditions wholly unfavourable to their durability, such as his 
known use of orpiment (a preparation from arsenic), which suffers 
rapid change when mixed, as he mixed it, with white lead. Thus 
Nortlicote gives as extracts from Sir Joshua’s notes, at the latter end 
of the year 1775, the following directions: ‘To lay the palette: first lay 
carmine and white in different degrees; secondly, orpiment and white 
ditto; then lay blue-black and white ditto. The first sitting, for 
expedition, make a mixture on the palette as near the sitter’s com- 
plexion as you can.’ This alone would account for many changes, 
since carmine and white have as litde stability as orpiment and white. ‘ 
Failures from fugitive pigments are those mosdy alluded to by his 
contemporaries, and this before the restorer had practised his art upon 
them. Such changes have, no doubt, progressed since the painter’s 
lifetime, until some of his works appear as if they were merely grey 
preparations, fine in their modelling, in their roundness, in their 
character, and even m a modified beauty — ^yet but ghosts and shadows 
of what they first were. Such pictures are not necessarily cracked; 
they may or may not have hair-cracks in lie solid lights, a matter of 
small importance either way, but the colour is irretrievably gone, 
past the skill of any restorer, unless he substitutes his own colouring 
for that of Sir Joshua. 

Sir Joshua’s contemporaries do not allude to his use of bituminous 
pigments; neither, strange to say, is there much reference in his notes 
to these preparations, whether as mummy, bitumen, or asphaltum, 
which to us appear among the most prominent causes of the failure 
of his picture. The fact is that the bad effects of asphaltum are often 
deferred until the picture is removed into some new locality, or 
exposed to new conditions, or to some new coating or rapidly drying 
varnish, when it will give way in a few weeks, after having remained 
for many years in apparent soundness.^ Beechey remarks that John 

1 Rembrandt used asphaltum sometimes in glazings over the finished paint- 
ing, and used in this way it is harmless. But as it melts in the sun or in a hot 
room, asphaltum should never be used in under-painting. 
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Hoppner painted with wax melted into mastic varnish, and yet that 
his pictures stand while Sir Joshua’s had already failed. But since that 
time Hoppner’s pictures have broken up even more than Sir Joshua’s. 
This, we believe, has arisen not from wax but from asphaltum, and 
we may presume had not begun to show itselfwhenBeechey wrote. 
When the masses of shadow or the darks of the picture are painted 
with these pigments the parts gradually separate, but not to the 
ground, rather leaving a wide pitchy shining seam. Attempts have 
been made in such cases to press die parts together, which succeeds 
for a short, and only for a short time; permanent repair has not yet 
been achieved, nor does it seem possible. 

Again these bituminous pigments used in the darks have in places 
the solid half-tints made with white, painted into them; this partially 
hardens the bitumen, and a new set of cracks is the result; they are 
generally wide, and down to the ground and show whitish to the eye. 

Hanging side by side in the Wallace Collection are three of 
Reynolds’s very finest pictures, viz., the original ‘ Strawberry Girl’ — 
for there are at least two repetitions — the fine sitting portrait of ‘Nelly 
O’Brien’, the one with the hat shadmg the face, and the portrait of 
‘Miss Bowles with her Dog’. A careful inspection has convinced us 
without a doubt that the first and the last-named works are painted 
with wax. No one can look at the edge of the rock where it comes 
against the sky in the ‘ Strawberry Girl’ and not be aware of the 
plentiful use of wax on the foliage; the medium stands up with a 
crisp, full, semi-transparent unpasto that is undeniable. And Reynolds 
says of it in his note-book, ‘ Cera soL !* — ^wholly wax. The painting of 
the white drapery curiously indicates the drag occasioned by a wax 
and turpentine medium, yet excepting that, perhaps when in Samuel 
Rogers’s possession, it has been varnished with a brown varnish which 
has run down, it is in an uninjured state. Of the ‘Miss Bowles with 
her Dog’ we are not aware that there is any note; but here also the 
presence of wax as a medium is equally clear in many parts of the 
picture; which, with the slight exception of a few small pieces chipped 
off quite down to the ground, is even in a finer state than the ‘ Straw- 
berry Girl’. The face of the young child is lovely, the eyes swim in 
the laughing lustre of happy childhood; it is one of the sweetest 
pictures in existence. Leslie used to relate that the parents of Miss 
Bowles were about to take her to George Romney for her portrait, 
when, naming it to Sir George Beaumont, he strongly advised Sir 
Joshua. ‘But his pictures fade,’ said the father. ‘Never mind,’ was the 
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reply, ‘ a faded picture by Reynolds is better dian the best of Romney’s/ 
He proposed that Sir Joshua should be invited to dinner and to see the 
child at her own home, and this being arranged Sir Joshua, delighted 
with the litde lady, played such funny tricks to amuse her that die 
child thought it quite a hoHday to go next day and see the gendeman 
who had conjured away her plate and made her so merry. In the 
picture she seems as if she feared he would conjure away her pet also, 
as she hugs the dog to her bosom almost to throttling, and is looking 
archly out at the painter, as if ready to retreat if he should advance. 
The ‘Nelly O’Brien’, too, is in an excellent state, though the mode of 
painting is less clear. Most of the other Reynolds paintings in this fine 
collection, to the number of ten or twelve, are in the same condition, 
and happily prove that his works have not so wholly failed. 

We cannot do justice to Reynolds without referring to his great 
abilities as a writer on art. He was the intimate associate of Dr. 
Johnson, Burke, Goldsmith, Dr. Percy, and other eminent men; and 
no name occurs more feequendy than his in the pages of Boswell. 
Reynolds’s writings comprise his three papers in the Idler, published 
1759-60: ‘False Criticisms on Painting’, No. 76, from which we have 
quoted; ‘On the Grand Style in Painting*, No. 79; and ‘On the 
True Idea of Beauty’, No. 82; his annotations to Du Fresnoy’s Art of 
Painting; his notes on the Art of the Low Countries; some brief remarks 
in Dr. Johnson s Shakspeare; and his well-known discourses to the 
students of the Royal Academy. 

These discourses especially possess great literary merit; simply yet 
elegandy expressed, they are forcibly didactic; the work of a master, 
a thoughtful observer, skilled in all the works of all the schools, and 
himself of high professional attainment. So much were they esteemed 
that Reynolds was denied their authorship, which was attributed to 
Burke, who was asserted at least to have assisted in their composition. 
Yet they bear the evident impress of one mind expressed with one pen. 

It is as easy to point out apparent inconsistencies in the discourses and 
other writings of Reynolds, and to confute separate points of his 
teaching, as it is to oppose separate texts of Scripture. There is no doubt 
that the writings of the first President have gready influenced, and 
jusdy influenced, the practice of our schools. They are sound, practical 
and were thoroughly suited for the period when they were produced. 
His professional brethren rely on his teaching, because he was a 
painter as well as a critic, and so ably illustrated on his canvas his 
discourses to the students. Read as a whole, they are a body ‘of sound 
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precepts such as no other school started with; and unless each artist is 
to begin from the beginning, and ignore what has gone before, it will 
be no waste of time to study the art-precepts of the great President, if 
it is only to test their truth by trying to con&te them. 

Reynolds continued the practice of his art with but little inter- 
mission during his long career. Painting to him was such a real pleasure 
that to paint was to enj'oy life; and after he had received his round of 
sitters for the day, he loved to spend the evening in society. He was a 
constant diner-out, and gave dinners, at which a careless hospitality 
reigned, but which were frequented by the most intellectual people 
of the day. In 1764, the Literary Club was founded — a club which met 
once a week at the Turk’s Head Tavern, in Gerrard Street, supping 
together, and spendmg the evening in convivial conversation. 
Reynolds, who was one of the club’s foundation members — indeed it 
was formed at his suggestion — ^rarely missed being present, and took 
an active share in the discussions. He was what his friend Johnson 
called essentially a clubbable man, and notwithstanding his deafness, 
took part, and often a very successful part, in conversations, the re- 
cords of which, by Boswell and Burney, are read in our times with 
such continuous interest. His temper was mild and equable, and we 
often find hhn fiilfilling the office of peacemaker, by the turn which 
he gave to a dispute, or by interposing a qualifying remark. Leslie, in 
his Life, published since this sketch was written, has fully rescued 
Reynolds from the insinuations and aspersions of Allan Cunningham; 
and Mr. Tom Taylor, in his additions to Leslie, has shown us the great 
portrait painter surroimdcd by his friends; in his relations with the 
celebrities of his time (almost all of whom sat to him), Hving in the 
political world of that troubled period, and in his relations with his 
brethren of art. 

In 1768, after various abortive efforts, a Royal Academy of Arts was 
founded. Reynolds seems at first to have stood aloof from the new 
society. Acknowledged at all hands as holding the first place in art, 
his co-operation in the scheme of an academy was of the first im- 
portance to its success, and he yielded to the wishes of his brother 
artists by becoming its President, On his election, George III honoured 
him with a knighthood, which he seems to have valued highly, as he 
did the office of mayor of his litde native village of Plympton, 
conferred upon him a short time previously; to these tides, Oxford, 
in 1773, added that of Doctor of Civil Law. 

From the first foundation of the Royal* Academy, Reynolds was a 
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constant contributor to its exhibitions; the catalogues from 1769 to 
1790 contain lists of 244 of his pictures. His life passed quietly at his 
easel; though a few dissensions with envious brethren varied it at 
times. In 1781, and again in 1783, he made short journeys in Holland 
and Flanders, publishing valuable notes of the pictures he saw on those 
occasions, as well as of his methods of studying from them. His hfe 
was one of almost uninterrupted success and prosperity, disturbed 
only for a while by his difference with his colleagues and a temporary 
secession from the Royal Academy. 

Farington tells us that while Reynolds resided in St. Martin’s Lane 
his prices for portraits were: three quarters, ten guineas; half length, 
twenty guineas; whole length, forty guineas. His master Hudson’s 
prices were rather higher, and were soon adopted by him. About four 
or five years later both raised their prices to fifteen, thirty and sixty 
guineas for the three classes of portrait respectively. In 1760 Reynolds 
removed to Leicester Square, and then his prices were twenty-five, 
fifiy, and one hundred guineas for the three classes of portrait. In 1781, 
we learn from Malone, his prices were fifty, one hundred and two 
hundred guineas, and continued so tiU his death. For the replica of 
‘Mrs. Siddons as the Tragic Muse’, in the Dulwich Gallery, Mr. 
Desenfans paid him seven himdred guineas. For the priceless ‘ Straw- 
berry Girl’, the ‘Muscipula’^ and the ‘Shepherd Boy’* his price was 
fifty guineas each. For his historical works he was paid at about the 
same rate: the ‘Death of Dido’, now in the Royal Collection®, two 
hundred guineas; ‘Death of Cardinal Beaufort’,* five hundred guineas ; 
and for his Russian picture, ‘Hercules strangling the Serpents’,® fifteen 
hundred guineas. 

Reynolds never married. When he first settled in London, his sister 
Frances kept his house, and afterwards his niece, Miss Palmer, fulfilled 
the same duty. During his long life his good health was almost unin- 
terrupted, till the latter part of the year 1782, when he experienced a 
slight sensation of paralysis, from which, however, he perfectly 
recovered. But in 1789 his left eye, which had long been weak, failed, 
and fearing the total loss of sight, he at once resolved to relinquish the 

^ Earl of Ilchester, Holland House. 

* Viscount Halifax, London. 

® At Buckingham Palace; there is a repetition in the Pennsylvania Museum, 
Philadelphia. 

* Lord Leconfield, Petworth ; there is a partial study in the Dulwich Art 
Gallery. 

® The Hermitage, Leningrad, 
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practice of his profession. He continued, however, to enjoy society, 
but was subject to fits of depression, fearing the loss of the remaining 
eye. Other distressing symptoms afterwards arose, which his friends 
ascribed to his depressed spirits; these, however, continued to increase, 
and after lingering about three months, during which he bore his 
iUness with calmness and equanimity, he died of an enlarged liver on 
23 February 1792. His biographers love to tell of his lying in state at 
the Royal Academy — the long funeral procession — the pall, borne by 
dukes, marquises and earls — ^and his place beside Wren in the crypt of 
St. Paul’s. Well might the great and the noble honour him, who has 
made us familiar with all that were lovely, as well as most that were 
worthy of being known, in the age he embellished. He left behind him 
many pictures, finished and unfinished, a fine collection of drawings 
by the old masters, and about ^80,000, the bulk of which, on the 
death of his sister Frances, reverted to his niece. Miss Palmer, who 
became, by marriage. Marchioness of Thomond. 




CHAPTER V 


THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH 

Thomas Gainsborough, R.A., the last and youngest of the three 
artists whose works characterize the period under review, was bom 
at Ipswich in 1727, and there his early taste for art was first developed. 
It has already been said that he was great both in landscape and in 
portraiture. He seems from the first to have employed his talents on 
either indiscriminately, and to have continued to practise both 
simultaneously to the end of his life. At fifteen years of age, we are 
told by George Williams Fulcher, in his life of the painter, 
Gainsborough came to London and was lodged in the house of a 
silversmith, who introduced him to Hubert Gravelot, the engraver, 
from whom he acquired some knowledge of that art and valuable 
help in drawing. He was then for some time, four years it is said, 
under Francis Hayman, and entered himself as a student at the St. 
Martin’s Lane Academy, a place much frequented by the artists of 
that day~by the juniors for practice, by the seniors as visitors and 
dogmatizers. It may be presumed that there were means of study for 
those who chose to avail themselves of them, but there can be no 
doubt diat the place abounded with all the threadbare rules and tradi- 
tional commonplaces of a profession in a state of senility, and men 
ready to prostrate themselves before those false gods — Lely and 
KneUer. Hogarth, who hated them as a clique favouring the ‘black 
masters’, stigmatizes them as a body of coach-painters, scene- 
painters, drapery-painters, picture-dealers, picture-cleaners and frame- 
makers, and says diat they ‘thrust the canvas between the student and 
the sky, and tradition between him and his God’; for which latter it 
would be more true to read nature. Here ‘hail fellow well met’, they 
praised all art that was according to their rules, and despised all 
innovators. Among them, no doubt, was John Ellis (1701-1757), the 
pupil of KneUer, who expressed his contempt of Reynolds’s portraits 
when they were shown on his return from Rome, saying, ‘This wiU 
never answer; why, you don’t paint in the least like Sir Godfrey ! ’ and 
on the painter’s attempting to reason with him on the subject, con- 
temptuously finished the conversation by exclaiming, ‘Shakespeare 
in poetry, and KneUer in painting, damme!’ and stalked pompously 
out of the room. 
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The artists of that day led a life of careless independence, living 
from hand to mouth, a jovial improvident set, spending their days at 
the easel, their nights at the club or the tavern. Art to them was but. a 
trade, and provided they fulfilled the orders of their customers, they 
were little solicitous about its improvement — it was compounded by 
recipe and on the conventional rules of the past, the same artistic 
properties, the same shop stock of postures and attitudes, as may be 
inferred from the oft-repeated tale of the portrait painted for the 
innovating sitter who, desiring to wear his hat on his head, had another 
as usual placed under the arm — ^the very studio was a workshop in 
the commonest sense of the term; one painted the head, another the 
hands, if hands were included in the price, while a third fitted on the 
coat and the ruffles. In such a school, and from such companions, 
Gainsborough could acquire little that would forward him in his art 
except mere drawing power, which having obtained he wisely left 
this knot of incapables, and quitting London, returned to his native 
place after an absence of three years. Here he entered upon the battle 
of life as a portrait painter, occasionally producing also small studies 
of landscape scenery, for which, we learn, his price was from three 
to four guineas. 

We are not told that Gainsborough ever left this country. He, 
therefore, had no opportunity like Reynolds and Wilson of profiting 
by foreign art, except such as was to be found, and to which he could 
gain access, in his own land. 

We cannot at the present day, with our annual exhibitions of the 
works of the ‘Old Masters’, realize die -position of a youth entering 
upon the pursuit of art, almost wholly deprived of the means of 
studying past or contemporary works— for Gainsborough studied 
long before the foundation of the National Gallery, and was thus 
obliged to start from the very beginning, and to achieve for himself 
every new step on the road to excellence. 

Of what opportunities there were, however, Gainsborough was 
not slow to avail himself. There are at Hampton Court two copies 
by him from Rembrandt, which show that he was quite ready to 
study by means of copying, where any benefit to his art was likely 
to arise. It is quite evident that he dwelt much upon the works of 
VanDyck, whose influence pervades the style of Gainsborough, giving 
it that tendency to silvery freshness which contrasts so strongly with 
the warmer and more golden tones of Reynolds. But the early age 
at which he began to practise liis profession, the fact that he was never 
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warped by foreign study, and the independent bent of his own 
character, kept him from following any of the old methods, and left 
him free to adopt a style and manner entirely his owm. Sir Joshua says 
that *his handling or the manner of leaving the colours or, in other 
words, the methods he used for producing the effect, had very much 
the appearance of an artist who had never learned from others the 
usual and regular practice belonging to the arts; but stiU a man of 
strong instinctive perception of what was required, he found out a 
way of his own to accomplish his purpose’. Yet Sir Joshua had already 
told us that the painter had studied and even copied the works* of 
the great Flemings, and dhose after Rembrandt are imitative of the 
master, and free from Gainsborough’s own peculiarities of handling. 
That he was quite capable to paint decidedly if he pleased, many of 
his portraits give evidence; among odiers, the fine head of Gains- 
borough Dupont, now in the possession of The Viscount d’ Abemon, 
a work of rare executive beauty. But there is no doubt that the mind 
of a man of genius is as much shown in his executive handling as in 
the treatment of his subject, and that it is a part of his individuality. 
That Gainsborough adopted his peculiar manner advisedly, we cannot 
doubt from a letter which he wrote to one of his sitters, a lawyer, who, 
perhaps, thought he had not finish enough for his money. T don’t 
think’, he says, ‘it would be more ridiculous for a person to put his 
nose close to the canvas, and say the colours smelt offensive, than to 
say how rough the paint hes — ^for one is just as material as the other, 
with regard to hurting the effect and drawing of a picture. Sir G. 
Kheller used to say that pictures were not made to smell of.’ 

That the manner he adopted is agreeable from the felicitous ease of 
execution which is its characteristic, we are sufficiently able to judge, 
and the President himself allows that ‘all these odd scratches and 
marks which, on a close examination, are so observable in Gains- 
borough’s pictures; diis chaos, this uncouth and shapeless appearance, 
by a kind of magic, at a certain distance, assumes form, and all the 
parts seem to drop into their proper places’; and he afterwards adds 
that this ‘hatching manner’ greatly contributed to the lightness of 
effect which is so eminent a beauty in his pictures, and ‘contributed 
even to that striking resemblance for which his portraits are so 
remarkable’. 

But are his pictures a chaos of uncouth and shapeless appearances i 
Is his handling so hatched and scratchy as the President would infer 2 
On the contrary, many of his pictures are painted with extreme 
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firmness and precision; nay, the truth is, however paradoxical the 
statement may appear, that Gainsborough had more executive power 
than his critic. Whatever may be the case with respect to his land- 
scapes — ^which are not painted in face of nature, but from drawings 
and firom memory — ^in his portraits, when he had his sitters before 
his eyes, his work was done at once without hesitation and widiout 
repetition. Many of liis portraits, indeed, seem as if painted at one 
sitting. 

In Her Majesty’s collection at Windsor there are seventeen life-size 
heads of the sons and daughters of ICing George III. It is hardly 
possible to speak too highly of the ease and fireedom, yet the fimmess 
of execution of these works — ^they are of great purity in colour and of 
a sweetness and loveliness of expression most captivating; it is true 
that the painting is thin and sketch-hke, as it mosdy is in the works of 
Gainsborough, but there is not the slightest appearance of indecision 
or repetition. Of the extreme rapidity of his execution these seventeen 
works are a curious evidence; they are all dated on the back in the same 
month, and seem to have been done during a stay of that time at the 
Casde. Now we know that Reynolds repeated his painting again and 
again. Yet the refined taste of Gainsborough, who did not repeat, 
who can gainsay? Examine carefully the expressive portrait of 
Mrs. Siddons, now in the National Gallery, and it will be found diat 
the handling is as easy and Hght as the expression and drawing are 
refined; added to which, the discriminate texture and the broad 
realization of the striped silk dress, given without any sign of labour, 
is such that it wdU be hard to understand what is meant by the ‘odd 
scratches and marks’ of his execution. When accessories are intro- 
duced into his pictures, they are often painted wdth such truth as to 
delight us, while wc at the same time enjoy the case with which the 
painter has achieved them. The fiddle on the chair beside Dr. Fischer, 
in the portrait at Hampton Court, is a notable example — a connoisseur 
in the instrument would at once name the builder. 

Further to compare Gainsborough vtith Reynolds. It hardly seemed 
possible with the latter to paint less than Hfe-size, or to achieve the 
greater refinement of execution necessary for small work. What does 
remain of this namre is very clumsy in execution, Gainsborough could 
work minutely as well as in life-size, and that not in landscape only, 
where he is at times minute in his handling, but also in heads and 
figures — as in the ‘Cottage Children’ (Victoria and Albert Museum), 
where die heads arc mimature size and delicately wrought. Reynolds 
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seems to have felt Gainsborough’s executive facility as a great beauty, 
by which the painter gave freshness and vivacity to his works; but to 
have considered that he used it too freely, or exaggerated it beyond 
proper limits; if so, however, time has chastened down the peculiarity, 
as we know it has done in Constable’s works, in the best of which it 
is hardly possible to understand now what could have been called 
‘Constable’s snow’; and time has, in some degree, also tamed into 
their proper subordination the hatchings of Gainsborough’s portraits. 

Gainsborough’s facile and rapid execution has had one' fortunate 
result, both for himself and posterity, in which he contrasts finely 
with Sir Joshua: his pictures have come down to us in a pure state, his 
portraits are rarely cracked, even in the darks. It results from rapid 
handling without repetition that even with an imperfect medium the 
pictures do not suffer. 

It is said tliat Sir Joshua at an Academy dinner gave ‘the health 
of Mr. Gainsborough, tlie greatest landscape painter of the day’, to 
which Wilson, in his blunt, grumbling way, retorted, ‘Ay, and the 
greatest portrait painter, too’. In Gainsborough’s own time, the world 
of art patrons seem to have employed his talents as a portrait painter, 
but to have disregarded his landscape art ; after his death, however, and 
the eulogium Reynolds had pronounced on his landscapes and rustic 
children, these came to be considered his finest works. But it is more 
than doubtful whether Wilson did not judge more truly of his talent 
dian Sir Joshua; and it is certain that Gainsborough, in his finest 
portraits, formed a style equally original, and produced works that 
are in every way worthy to take rank with those of the great President. 
They contrast with the latter in being more silvery and pure, and in 
the absence of that impasto and richness in which Reynolds indulged, 
but his figures are surrounded by air and light, and his portraits 
generally are easy and graceful without affectation. 

Reynolds’s out-of-door portraits have more of the light and dark 
of the studio than Gainsborough’s indoor ones, which is due, in the 
works of the latter, to the cool colour of the flesh and the cool, 
shadows, and partly to the greys on the retiring sides of the figure. 

As to his practice, we are told that Gainsborough got far from his 
canvas while painting his portraits, and that he used brushes with very 
long handles. There is no doubt that he so placed the canvas and the 
sitter that, by retiring, he could view both at an equal distance, and 
then, by means of the long-handled tools, he was enabled to give the 
general truth of tint and form without descending into minute details. 



THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH 


71 


Of his rapidity wc have already spoken, and of the power of doing 
his work at once and without repetition. It has been said that a painter's 
execution and handling is a part of his individuality, and how truly 
does this agree with the character of Gainsborough. We have but 
few details of his private life, but what do remain show him to have 
been a man of child-hke nature, prone to anger, impulsive, yet simple 
to excess. Thus he indulged in his extreme love for music as heartily 
as a child. He could listen, with streaming eyes, to Colonel Hamilton 
playing on the violin, and, to induce him to proceed with his strain, 
give him, unreservedly, his picture of the ‘Boy at the Stile*. He was 
surrounded with musical instruments of all kinds — ^his toys, with 
which he recreated his leisure, and too often spent time that shotdd 
not have been leisure. Did he hear a new viol or hautboy, a new lute 
or theorbo, he must at once purchase it, purcliase the lesson-book 
for it, and pay the professor to immediately come with him to 
instruct him how to play it. Like children, he was hasty and im- 
petuous, easily roused and easily pleased, going from moods of 
sadness suddenly into gaiety and hilarity. What curious naivete and 
simplicity is shown in liis letter to the lawyer before quoted, which, 
alluding to some prior conversation with a friend, he thus finishes: 
‘I httle thought you were a lawyer when I said, not one in ten were 
worth hanging. I told Clubb of that, and he seemed to think me 
lucky that I did not say one in a hundred. It is too late to ask your 
pardon now, but really, sir, I never saw one of your profession look 
so honest, and that's the reason I concluded you were in the wool 
trade.* This simplicity, frankness and quickness of feeling is charac- 
teristic of his works, and of the executive treatment both of his 
portraits and landscapes, on which we must now make a few remarks. 

Gainsborough's fancy pictures of rustics and rustic children form a 
connecting link between his landscape and his portrait art; some are 
truly figure-subjects, as the ‘ Girl Feeding Pigs* and ‘ Girl and Pitcher*, 
wMe in others the landscape predominates, or the size and treatment 
of the figures is that of the landscape painter. In these works his good 
taste is as apparent as in his portraits. He took the children of the 
soil as he found them, even to their poverty and rags, and neither 
sought to give them sentiment nor prettiness, yet they charm us by 
their simple truth. 

Reynolds says, ‘It is difficult to determine whether Gainsborough’s 
portraits were most admirable for exact truth of resemblance, or his 
landscapes for a portrait-like representation of Nature* — a strange 
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judgement, written more with a view to a well-rounded period than 
to any true criticism on his rival’s landscape art, which was anything 
but portrait-like. It would puzzle a critic to say what his trees really 
are, and to point out in. his landscapes the distinctive differences 
between oak and beech and elm. The weeds, too, in his foregrounds, 
have neither form nor species, his rocks are not geologically correct, 
he is said to have studied them in his painting-room from broken 
stones and bits of coal. The truth is, however, that he gave us more 
of Nature than any merely imitative rendering could do. As the great 
portrait painter looks beyond the features of his sitter to give the 
mind and character of the man, often thereby laying himself open to 
complaint as to his mere likeness painting; so the great landscape 
painter will at all times sink individual imitation in seeking to fill 
us with the greater truths of his art. 

In the history of British art, the great merit of Gainsborough is to 
have broken us entirely loose from old conventions. Wilson has 
turned aside from Dutch art to ennoble landscape by selecting from 
the higher qualities of ItaHan art; but Gainsborough early discarded 
aU he had learned from the bygone schools, and gave himself up 
wholly to Nature; he was capable of delicate handling and minute 
execution, but he resolutely cast them aside lest any idol should 
interfere between him and his new religion. There may be traced a 
lingering likeness in his landscapes to those of Rubens; but this arose 
more from his generalization of details, his sinking the parts in the 
whole, than from any imitation of the great Fleming. 

The pictures of Gainsborough, on the whole, stand better far than 
those by Reynolds, but in examining the landscapes of this painter, 
much must be allowed for tlie present state of some of his works. 
Many are covered wdth a dark-brovm varnish, obscuring the silvery 
freshness of their first state. This has cracked up in the darks and 
quite changed them. The ‘Market Cart’ and the ‘Watering-place’, 
as well as otliers in the National Gallery, are in a very different 
condition to that in which they left the easel. 

Gainsborough’s contemporaries speak of him as fickle in character, 
lively and witty in society, but uncertain in his friendships. He was 
one of the foundation members of the Royal Academy, but he took 
little interest in that institution, or share in its management; nor did 
he associate with his colleagues. From 1758 to 1774, he lived at Bath, 
where he practised as a portrait painter, and then coming to London, he 
ocaipied a part of Schomberg House, in Pall Mall. His estrangement 
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from the Academy is attributed to the discussion which arose on his 
expressed wishes relative to the mode of hanging a picture sent by 
him for exhibition in 1784. The fate of this picture, which must have 
been one of his finest works, is lamentable. It was a group of the three 
princesses — the Princess Royal, the Princess Augusta and the Princess 
Ehzabeth. In sending it, Gainsborough acknowledges he is aware that 
by the laws of the Academy it must be hung above the line; but he 
adds that while this law does very well for pictures of strong effect, 
‘he cannot possibly consent to have it placed higher than five feet and 
a half, because the hkenesses and work of the picture will not be seen 
any higher’. Finding the work had not been hung as he desired, it was, 
on his request, returned to him, and he never afterwards exhibited at 
the Academy. In after years some officer of the palace, in charge of the 
furniture, had the picture cut down to form a supra-^porte in one of the 
rooms; and then finding, or fearing, that he had committed a very un- 
warrantable act, he burnt or destroyed the part which had been cut off, 
so that the portrait now exists as a dwarfed half-length. What remains 
is exceedingly beautiful, and the work, by a cruel fate, has been reduced 
to a size which would have allowed its exhibition below the line, as the 
painter had originally desired.^ 

Northcote says, ‘Gainsborough was a natural gentleman, and with 
all his simplicity he had wit too’. He died at his house in Pall Mall in 
1788. On his death-bed he was visited by Reynolds, with whom some 
coolness had existed, and the dying man, thinking to the last of his 
art, said to his brother painter: ‘We are all going to heaven, and 
Van Dyck is of the party’. 


' See William T. Whitley, Thomas Gaimborough, 1915, pp. 212-17, 230, 
D 



CHAPTER VI 


INFLUENCE OF FOREIGNERS ON ENGLISH ART 

In the preceding chapters an attempt has been made to show the 
state of art and artists at the death of Hogarth, and coincident with 
the cflforts successfully made to found the Royal Academy. From the 
date of this last event, and, no doubt, arising principally from the 
opportunity which its periodic and well-attended exhibitions gave to 
artists to make known their works to the public, both pictures and 
painters began largely to increase. But, as we look down the annual 
list of exhibitors, ranging over the long period of more than one 
hundred years, how few do we find whose lives and labours have 
been thought worthy of any record; how still smaller the number 
of those who have had a marked influence on art, and whose names 
have become household words. Many of those, moreover, whose 
names in their own day were in men’s moudis, and who waxed rich 
through Court favour, ignorant patronage, fashion or caprice, have 
fallen from their first estate; while some who in their lifetime were 
despised, or little appreciated, have at last obtained their due meed of 
honour. Our task is to treat of those few who have done honour to 
our school or who have influenced its progress, and to try to explam 
their merits and the causes of their success. 

Nor will this prove any limited labour, since it is characteristic 
of Englishmen that they are a people of marked individuality ^d 
independent thought, and this is characteristic of their art also; in 
the British school, although there is a marked national style, yet 
the manner is as varied as the men of note it includes. Nor is it 
to be supposed that at this period England was wholly unvisited 
by foreign artists; some such will be found in the list of the first 
members of the Academy; and as it may be thought they exerted 
some influence on the rising school, it will be proper to examine, 
in this chapter, how far this was the case; of tliese painters the 
following deserve an especial notice: Giovanni Battista Cipriani, 
Angelica Kaufihiann, and Johann Zoffany, among the figure painten; 
Francesco Zuccarelli and Philip J. de Loutherbourg among the land- 
scape painters. These alone possessed that distinction and attained 
that eminence which would lead us to infer any durable impress on 
the character of our art. 
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Giovanni Battista Cipriani^ R*A, (1727-1785), was a Florentine, 
descended, from an ancient Tuscan family. He became acquainted 
with Sir William Chambers in Rome, and on his return in 1755 
accompanied him to London. Here he married an Enghsh lady with a 
moderate fortune, and actively pursued his profession for nearly 
thirty years in close fellowship with our artists. He was one of the 
two teachers appointed for die Duke of Richmond's Gallery; and the 
Enghsh school is, perhaps, indebted to him for some of the grace that 
tempered the rude vigour of its first founders, and for that attention 
to the figure which led to greater refinement in drawing. In his day 
he was esteemed the first historical painter, outrivalhng the jovial 
Francis Hayman, yet he painted few pictures in oil. His attempts at 
high art were weak; and his pictures exhibit the perfection of inane 
generalization; he treated his subject with an insipid elegance which 
took away all individuahty. It has been shown that English art derived 
Utde from the Flemish painters who had practised among us; and 
it cannot be said that Cipriani’s art — the worn-out and efiete art of 
modem Italy — added much to the rough and rising school which 
had Hogarth, Gainsborough, Reynolds and Wilson for its founders. 
His reputation is a proof of the low state of pubhe taste when it was 
achieved; his feeling for colour was gay, even gaudy; and his chiaro- 
scuro had stiU less merit. It is by his drawings that he is best known, 
chiefly in pen and ink, but sometimes coloured; they are full of 
forced elegance and pretty fancies; his females and children, modeb of 
unmeaning prettiness in art and taste. The influence of his works on 
the pubhe mind is seen by their wide diffusion in the engravings of 
his friend and countryman Bartolozzi (also a member of the Royal 
Academy), through whose labours their reputation has extended 
even to our own time. 

Angelica Kauffmann, R,A. (1740-1807), the next on our Hst of 
foreigners, arrived in this country just before the foundation of the 
Academy. ‘The fair Angelica,’ as the artists generally called her, was 
a native of Schwarzenberg, a village in the Bregenzer Wald, Tyrol. 
She showed a very precocious taste for drawing, and, after travelling 
for her improvement through the chief Italian cities, came to London 
to seek her maiden fortunes in 1766, heralded by a briUiant reputation. 
Clever and amiable, she at once found a kind patron and protectress 
in the young Queen Charlotte, and was admitted to a high place in 
the ranks of art. She is said to have looked witli tenderness upon 
Reynolds, as to whose sensibiHty gossip has been dumb; but another 
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painter, Nathaniel Dance, led by her charms, wandered hopelessly 
through Italy in her train. A dramatic interest attaches to her un- 
happy marriage. Mistress of the German, French, ItaUan, and English 
languages, excelling in music, both vocal and instrumental, she added 
to learning, art, and to all, refined, amiable and aiffectionate maimers, 
and was not only famed but wealthy; yet she was deceived into 
marriage in 1769 by the servant of a Swedish nobleman who passed 
himself off for his master.^ Separated from this impostor, and the object 
both of sympathy and scandal, she continued in the practice of her 
profession till his death in 1781, when, at the age of forty-two, with 
but little more prudence, she married Zucchi, a Venetian artist, and 
retaining her own maiden name, retired to Rome. There, after 
twenty-five years passed witli undiminished reputation, she died and 
was buried with unusual pomp — ^above one hundred ecclesiastics in 
the habits of their different orders, the members of the Uterary 
societies in Rome, and many of the nobility walking in the procession, 
the pall supported by young females dressed in white, and two of her 
best pictures being carried immediately after her corpse. 

But we have digressed— led aside, like the many eulogists of her 
day, by her charms and her talents. Her works were gay and pleasing 
in colour, yet weak and faulty in drawing, her male figures particu- 
larly wanting bone and individuality. Her influence is reflected in our 
day by the numerous engravings fi:om her works. Six classical sub- 
jects, with several others, were engraved by W. W. Ryland; Louis 
Schiavonetti engraved a number in the stipple manner; F. Bartolozzi 
also; and it is a proof of her great popularity that Boydell published 
above sixty plates firom her works. The ceiling of the Council-room 
of the Royal Academy is by her hand. In the present day her 
works are of small value, infenor even to the later pictures of 
Benjamin West. They seem to contain but the creatures of her own 
brain — ^beings which evidence a common parentage and faimly 
likeness, whether representing the gods and goddesses of antiquity, or 
those deities who in her day ruled the world of fashion. If any progress 
were to be made in art the British school did well to forget her. 

The third foreigner whom we have named is Johann Zoffany, R.A., 
descended from a Slovakian family, but a native of Ratisbon, where 
he was bom in 1733. He came to England when about thirty years of 
age, and it is said at first found litde encouragement, and was reduced 
to great distress. On the foundation of the Royal Academy, however, 
^ The Count dc Horn. 
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in 1768, which, if the above dates are correct, must have been within 
three or four years of his arrival, we find him enrolled among the 
forty original members by direction of their patron George III, so 
that he had already obtained royal notice and favour. His early works, 
judging fi:om some small whole-lengths in the royal collection, were 
cold and slaty, heavily painted, and with no impasto or textural 
variety in execution, but during his stay in England he improved 
almost into a colourist. He adopted a small scale for his figures, and 
usually painted subjects which necessitated a careful study of individual 
nature, such as theatrical groups with portraits of the leading actors, 
etc., and he consequendy followed the direction of the rising school; 
It is great praise to say that he was not led into a stilted*manner, but 
that his portraits have the truthful air of nature. In his large composi- 
tions, such as the group of ‘ The Members of the Royal Academy’,^ or 
The Tribune at Florence^ witii portraits of distinguished connois- 
seurs inspecting the works, there is a litde want of keeping and 
relief; but the execution is excellent and the finish careful without 
htdeness, while the general colour of the work is agreeable and die 
likenesses truthful. When he painted life-size he was apt to be wooden, 
and such works have the appearance of being beyond his power. 

In 1781, he left England to push his fortunes in India, and during 
some years’ residence at Lucknow continued to practise his art on the 
same class of subjects that had occupied his pencil in England, com- 
bining incident and portraiture, such as ‘The Cock-fight’, ‘An 
Indian Tiger Hunt’, etc. He returned to London about 1796 with a 
competent fortune, and continued to practise his art, but, whether 
weakened by the effect of climate or by advancing age, his later 
works are of less interest than those of his early years. He died m 
i8ro. It is probable that his careful manner of painting, his attention 
to accurate costume, the individuality of his heads, and die general 
truthfulness of his backgrounds, had some influence on the young 
artists who, in the next century, were to give a strong impress to 
the English school; but there is litde doubt that the best qualities of 
his art were obtained in this country, and that he gained here as much 
as he gave to the fellow-artists of his adopted land. 

Wc have already described the art of Gainsborough and Wilson; 
the freshness and novelty of the one, the breadth and grandeur of the 
other. While these great men were laying the foundation of a better 
future for English landscape art than the Claude-hke imitations of the 
* H.M. the King, Windsor. 
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Smiths and others, two foreigners were also practising their art in 
England with a pecuniary success not accorded to our great native 
painters. One of these, Francesco Zuccarellij R.A.j was born in 
Tuscany in 1702, and had already obtained a European reputation 
before his arrival in London in 1752. It is greatly to the credit of his 
discernment as well as of his generous feelings that he appreciated the 
talent of Wilson when in Venice, and advised him to leave portraiture 
for landscape. Nor is he to be blamed if the public and the artists of 
his day, lacking his own discernment, sought his works in preference 
to those of their countryman. Zuccarelli soon became fashionable in 
England, and led the taste both of the artists and of the public, while 
Wilson was, left in want of bread. 

Zuccarelli was one of the original members of the Royal Academy 
(founded six years after his arrival in London). His landscapes are 
marked only by a pretty insipidity and a continual re-combmation of 
stale thoughts and used-up compositions. Zuccarelli died in Florence 
m 1788. 

Philip Jacob de Loutherbourg, R,A., was another foreigner who 
practised in England as a landscape painter while her own sons were 
struggling to form a school and to obtain a name. He was bom at 
Strasbourg in 1740, and came to England in 1771, having previously 
arrived at fame in Paris, where he had been elected a member of the 
French Academy. He was a landscape painter of great power, although 
his art was very conventional, and his works have ]itth finesse of 
execution or of truth to nature. On his arrival in England he was 
engaged by Garrick to design scenes for Drury Lane Theatre at a 
salary of ;/{^500 a year. His ready and facile execution and his power of 
artificial composition suited this branch of art; but such facility is 
rather a curse than a benefit, and the scene painter always pre- 
dominated over die artist. Trusting to his ready memory he needed 
or sought litde reference to the great teacher Nature; hence, though 
his drawing is good, his colouring is often unpleasant — ^hot skies 
contrasted with cold slaty greys and greens. Thus Peter Pindar 
writes — 

And Loutherbourg, when Heaven wills, 

To make brass skies and golden hills, 

With marble bullocks in glass pastures grazing, 

Thy reputation, too, will rise, 

And people gazing with surprise. 

Cry, ‘Monsieur Loutherbourg is most amazing*. 
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Though maimered and conventional, his art was never feeble; it is 
impossible to overlook the vigour with which he wrought, the 
motion and action of his figures, and the skill with which they are 
placed in his landscapes. In his picture of ‘The Victory of the First of 
June under Lord Howe’, which has been finely engraved by 
WooUett, we have the various incidents of a batde scene given with 
fire and animation. 

De Loutherbourg was elected an associate in 1780, and a full 
member of the Royal Academy in 1781. There is no question that his 
facile execution, and the great vigour with which he painted, had 
many charms for his brother artists, and influenced for a time the 
practice of the school; but they soon passed away when the habit of 
referring to nature as the fountain of fireshness in art obtained a hold 
on those who practised it. He contributed greatly to the improve- 
ment of scenery design and stage mechanics, for which his art and 
genius were peculiarly suited; and when, on an attempt to reduce his 
salary, he left the theatre, and planned his ‘Eidophusicon’, all the 
world went to Spring Gardens to see and admire his moving picture, 
and his shifting effects of calm and storm. Late in life he became a 
disciple of the notorious Richard Brothers. Like him he professed the 
gift of prophecy, and the power to heal diseases; but this proved too 
much for his skill, and the deluded mob broke his wmdows.^ He died 
in 1812, and found a quiet rest near the great Hogarth in Chiswick 
churchyard. 

In the succeedmg chapters we purpose to examine the state of 
historical and portrait painting, landscape and animal painting, at 
this transitional period when the influence of the new Academy could 
only be felt in its exhibitions, and the fiuits of its teaching were as 
yet but ripening. So much has been said of the evil of exhibitions 
tliat perhaps the good they do, by leading young men to see their 
faults and weigh their powers, has hardly been enough insisted on. 


^ Brothers is not known to have claimed healing powers. 



CHAPTER VII 


FIRST HISTORY PAINTERS OF THE 
ENGLISH SCHOOL 

Contemporary fame gave to the historical works of Frank 
Hayman, in the existing dearth, a rank which was not afterwards 
assigned to them, or to the higher merits of Sir James Thomhill^s 
decorative paintings ; and the claim to have possessed a painter of 
history in the Enghsh school was deferred for nearly two generations. 

We have already said that Sir Joshua Reynolds painted several 
histoncal pictures, as his ‘Ugolino’,^ ‘Macbeth",^ ‘Infant Hercules*, 
and some otiaers. But such hours as he could spare from his sitters, he 
loved much more to devote to fancy subjects; and he told his pupil, 
Northcote, that ‘history cost him too dear*. Other and younger men, 
however, stimulated by the love of fame, were anxious to occupy the 
field which the successful portrait painter had abandoned. Three of 
these, Benjamin West, James Barry and John Singleton Copley, 
young men of nearly the same age, within a year or two of thirty 
when the first exhibition at the Royal Academy took place, deserve 
especial notice firom their continuous and lifelong efforts to produce 
worb of high aim. 

They were not academically educated, so that neither their faults 
nor their excellences can be considered the result of the Academy 
system; nor were they taught in the atelier of any great artist, but each 
learnt his art individually and alone. Three artists instructed more 
variously, and from their early associations more separated from art 
influences while obtaining their elementary knowledge, can hardly 
be found. One advantage they had in common. In early life, soon 
after entering upon the practice of their art, and when their elemen- 
tary training may be supposed to have been completed, each visited 
Italy, making a more or less prolonged stay. West went there when 
twenty-two years of age, and was three years in the various capitals 
of that country; Barry in his twenty-fifth year, and remained nearly 
four years; but Copley was in his thirty-seventh year, and stayed only 
one year in the land of art. What influence had these visits on tlicir 
future art and practice? Barry and West, who went when young, and 
made the longest stay in Italy, will be found most imbued with the 
^ Lord Sackville, Knole. * Lord Leconfield, Petworth. 
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desire to excel in the highest walk of art, they were also most scholas- 
tic in their treatment of it; Copley was the freshest and most original. 
Barry, who, from his religious opinions and influences, and the great 
admiration he expressed of Raphael and Michelangelo, might have 
been expected to apply himself to religious art, was led away by 
classic influences while abroad, and at home by the only opportunity 
afforded him of exhibiting his powers. He devoted his life to a work 
on social culture, of which the heathen myths and sports are made to 
form the principal groxmdwork, and a half-classic Elysium the object 
and end. He, no doubt, owed his enthusiasm and devotion to art to 
the noble works of the master minds of Italy; and he toiled on, under 
good and evil report, at a work which, if too high for his art-power or 
. mental culture, was yet treated in a manner of his own, and with little 
obligation to the inventions of the great painten whom he reverenced ; 
he thus completed an epic in art, unique of its kind, the first, and, so far, 
the last which his country has produced. West was of a rehgious faith 
which rejects material aids to worship and rests wholly on spirituality, 
which eschews the use of arms, and which objects to the warrior caste. 
In obedience to the claims upon his talents he passed his life in alter- 
nately painting religious and heroic subjects, cherished, however, with 
the substantial consolation of his sovereign’s favour and having 1,500 
a year to enable him to devote his heart and soul to his labours. 

Both these men seem to have received their art inspiration firom the 
Florentine school, but from Raphael rather than from Michelangelo; 
yet it is singular how little they obtained beyond the conventionali- 
ties of art, such as composition, grouping, etc. 

Both visited Venice, but how little did they, or, perhaps, could 
they, profit by the noble works of that school! West seems almost 
insensible to colour; and Barry to have mistaken the brown tone of 
time and varnish for the glories they did but entomb. West only 
attained to an imitative facility and a barren power that enabled him, 
during a long life, to cover acres of canvas with much that is insipid 
and mediocre, leaving him no time to produce one work, hardly 
one figure, evidencing intense feeling or keen perception. This very 
facility led him to a painty and mechanical execution which repels 
the spectator, makes him long for less respectability and more vigour, 
and, if at the cost of a little coarseness, for something to find fault 
with or something to praise. West drew well, cast his draperies well, 
painted his picture satisfactorily throughout; but no part excites us 
to admiration or enthusiasm, or invites our special attention. 
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Barry, while in Rome, seems to have made the proportions of the 
classic figure his study, rather than that consideration of its structure 
which would have given him power to impart hfe and motion to his 
figures. We are told that his mode of work was singular, that *iti 
drawing from the antique he always employed an instrument called 
a delmeator, not aiming to make academic drawings, but a sort of 
diagram on which a scale of proportions was established, to which 
he might at all times refer as a guide and autllority^ On his return he 
seems to have adopted a proportion which, from the smallness of 
the heads and extremities, and the largeness of the limbs and trunk, 
he supposed would give his figures grandeur and power. They are 
apt, on tlie contrary, to look climisy and ponderous; and, from the 
mode of study described, there is no dearness of form and contour,, 
none of the appearance of breed and training in his figures, which, at 
the least, we should look for in the athlctae of the Olympian Games; 
but rather the sense of stuffed roundness, as of the limbs of lay figures. 
The musdes are rarely in true action, but a posed equality throughout 
liis figures gives them an appearance of unreality, inconsistent with the 
action they are intended to represent. 

John Singleton Copley began his life as a portrait painter, and was 
in mature years and the full practice of his art when he visited Italy 
and finally settled in England. He continued here to devote himself 
to portraiture, and even his historical works are allied to his early 
practice; of this ‘The Death of Chatham’^ is an extreme example. In 
his historical works Copley was, as has been inferred, but litde 
influenced by liis visit to Italy; though educated in art in a land where 
the means and appHances were few, he was a good and intelligent 
draughtsman, treated his subjects simply and naturally and with 
suffident individuality to carry us into the scene represented. 

Having premised thus far as to the education of these three distin- 
guished painters, we will add such a brief account of the life and works 
of each as will bear upon the practice of his art and its infliuence upon 
our rising school. 

Benjamin West, P.R,A., the descendant of English Quaker ancestors, 
was born in Pennsylvania in 1738. He seems to have been bom an 
artist. From the Indians he obtained his first pigments — ^red and 
yellow, to which, from his mother s stores, he added mdigo, thus 
possessing the primary colours. His brush he made from hairs cut 
firom the cat’s back. He had already, when in his seventh year, drawn 
^ Tate GaJlery, London. 
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a likeness of his sister, whose cradle he was set to watxrh, which earned 
for him the fond kisses of bis surprised mother. Showing much of the 
resolution of the old race tom which he sprang, and proudly deter- 
mined to follow art, he declared that a painter was the companion of 
kings and emperors. At sixteen, his Quaker relatives, impressed with 
his intelligence and the genius with which they believed him 
especially gifted, allowed him, after much discussion, to follow a 
profession which, according to thek peculiar tenets, was at least 
doubtful. It is said that when this discussion was ended the women 
rose and kissed the young artist, and the men one by one laid their 
hands on his head, and from that time the painter fdt himself dedi- 
cated, hke Samuel of old, to high and holy subjects for his art. 

West nevertheless began with painting portraits — ^flrst in his native 
city, and then in New York, where, meeting with encouragement 
and friends, he was enabled to travel to Europe, deeply impressed 
with the greatness of his art mission. Arrived at Rome, the young 
American was the object of much curiosity, and Cardinal Albani, 
who was blind, asked when introduced to hhn, whether he was black 
or white. The virtuosi crowded about him to note his sensations on 
first seeing the great works of the capitol, and to watch their effect on 
the virgin mind of the genius from the new world. Dazzled by his 
reception, more and more impressed with the passion for elevated art, 
he visited Florence and Bologna, and, as we have already said, re- 
mained in Italy during three years. 

He arrived in London in the summer of 1763, provided with good 
introductions, and preceded by a somewhat exaggerated reputation. 
In 1766 we find him exhibiting his picture of ‘Pylades and Orestes’, 
which is now in the Tate Gallery. This picture was immensely ad- 
mired, and led to an introduction to George III, which was the 
beginning of a royal patronage extending over thirty-three years. 

On the formation of the Royal Academy m 1768, West was one of 
the foundation members, and year after year contributed three or 
four works to the exhibition. On the death of Sir Joshua Reynolds 
in 1792, he was elected president, and dehvered an inaugural address, 
which was much applauded, but which his biographer teUs us ‘must 
have cost him little thought, as it dwelt but on two topics— the ex- 
cellence of British art, and the gracious benevolence of His Majesty*. 
On this occasion firm to his religious opinions, he declined the honour 
of knighthood. When his royal patron fell permanendy under the 
illness which ended in his death, West’s labours for the Crown 
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tenninatecl, but he afterwards painted many religious subjects, some 
of them among his best works, such as ‘ Christ Healing the Sick’, now 
in the Tate Gallery; ‘Christ Rejected’, exhibited in 1814; and ‘Death 
on the Pale Horse’, in 1817.^ He died on il March 1820, in his 
eighty-second year. 

West’s compositions were more studied than natural, the action 
often conventional and dramatic, die draperies, although learned, 
heavy and without truth. His colour often wants freshness and variety 
of tint, and is hot and foxy. Ehs courage in undertaking works of 
deep importance and magnitude far exceeded his powers, and he 
could not identify himself with the place and time, and the dramatis 
persona represented. From this want of individuality, his heads are 
all of one mould, and have little savour of humanity in them, and 
therefore do not interest us. It is true he used the model for his works, 
but it was rarely well chosen, and the same models played many parts 
in the same picture, changed and modified by the painter, until, with 
all individuality taken out of them, they are vapid and characterless. 
His backgrounds are very tame, and there is a great want of contrasts 
in his pictures, which arc pervaded by a level mediocrity too good to 
be passed over, and too weak to excite much emotion. The hands 
have been said to be second only to the face as vehicles of expression. 
West made great use of them for this purpose, but the actions he 
chooses are generally stale and conventional. 

How then shall we account for the great reputation he enjoyed — ^if 
we attribute it to Court patronage, and the kindness of his Royal 
patron, we are at a loss to explain the opinions of his brother artists — 
what can we say to the opinion of Sir Thomas Lawrence, that ‘Ins 
compositions were profoundly studied and executed with the most 
facile power, and not only superior to any former productions of 
English art, but far surpassing contemporary merit on the Continent, 
and unequalled at any period below the schools of the Carracd’? 
Later, Sir Martin Archer Shee, P.R.A., speaks of him in 1836 in 
almost the same terms. Yet there was one at least among West’s 
contemporaries who dissented from such opinions, for we are told 
that on West’s re-election to the president’s chair, at the annual 
election of 1794, the votes were unanimotis except one — only one — 
which was in favour of Mrs. Lloyd, then an academician, and that 
Fuseh, when taxed with giving this vote, said, ‘Well, if I did, she is 
eligible, and is not one old woman as good as another?’ West’s 
1 Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts, Philadelphia. 
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pictures fetched high prices, but now his works have almost ceased 
to have a market value with collectors, and would only command 
furniture prices. 

But West, too highly rated in his day, has been perhaps too much 
depreciated in ours; we must recur to the state of art prior to his 
time, in order to understand the judgement of his contemporaries. 
After Verrio and Laguerre (the latter no mean artist, as his wall- 
paintings at Marlborough House will show) came ThomHll and 
Hayman, and it may well be supposed that, compared with their 
works, West’s pictures show a great advance. 

The English school certainly owed to West the abandonment of 
classic costume in the treatment of the heroic subjects of our own 
time;^ and perhaps also his gende and dignified life served to set the 
taste for more refined manners in his brother artists. Since then we 
have fewer of the roystering school, who mistake debauchery and 
wildness for genius; and the artist has risen in the social scale. Other- 
wise, West’s art, his position in the Academy as its president, and his 
continued employment by the Kling, left litde or no trace on our 
school. 

What West undertook in religious and historical art, James Barry, 
R.A., attempted for classic or heroic art, and in some respects more 
successfully, because with greater originality. He was a native of 
Cork, bom in 1741, the son of a coasting trader, who kept a small 
pubhc-house. Determined from boyhood to be a painter, and dis- 
gusted with the sea after two or three coasting trips, he secretly 
followed the strong bent of his genius, and made rude attempts in 
chalk upon any smooth surface withm his reach. After such small 
help as he could get in his native city, he made his way to Dublin, 
and there foimd sudden distinction by a picture which he painted and 
exhibited — *The Conversion and Baptism of an Irish Prince by St. 
Patrick’. Here the youth and his work attracted the notice of Edmund 
Burke, who advised and befiiended him. Then after a short continu- 
ance of his studies in Dublin, he went to London under the guidance 
of Burke, in 1764, in his twenty-third year. For some time he 
subsisted by copying in oil the drawings of James Stuart, better known 
as ‘Athenian Stuart’, who was Hogarth’s successor as Serjeant- 
painter, and by whose works there is no doubt his classic taste was 
strengthened. In the latter end of the year 1765, Burke and his brother 

^ See ‘The Revolution of History Painting’, Edgar Wind, Journal of the 
Warburg Institute, li, 2, 1938. 
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provided Barry with the means of visiting Rome. Here his careful 
and frugal habits enabled him to subsist and study for the greater 
part of five years; his rugged independence and hatred of the virtuosi 
and their jobs having shut him out from the many ways of increasing 
a small income which fall to the share of artists residing in that capital. 

On his way out he stayed some months at Paris, occupied in 
sketching and studying the works there. Arrived in Rome, his chief 
study seems to have been chrccted to the antique statues and marbles, 
and die great frescoes of Michelangelo; though from many passages 
in his letters it is clear that Titian stood very high in his estimation — 
higher, it would appear, than the two great Florentines. Thus in one 
of his letters from Venice, he afterwards writes : * I have said formerly 
that I find Titian is the only modem who fills up an idea of perfection 
in any one part of the art. There is no example of anything that 
goes beyond his colouring, whereas the parts of the art in which 
Michelangelo and Raphael excelled are almost annihilated by the 
superiority of the antiques ^ While at Rome he began his picture of 
‘Adam and Eve’,^ and did not seem to fear to compare it widi that 
by Raphael 

On his way back to England he lingered in some of the great 
North Italian cities, studying Correggio at Parma, and the Bolognese 
school, which he commended, in the city of its birth; while here his 
fimds ran out, and he was beset with difficulties, pardy arising from 
missing a small letter of credit, but showing the low state of his 
finances. As he approached home his spirits seem to have sunk at his 
prospects. The batde of hfe must now be fought; he could no longer 
depend upon the kind aid of his patron, but it would be necessary to 
be self-reliant. 

He returned to London in 1771, and m the sam^^ year exhibited his 
‘Adam and Eve’, which as we have seen he painted during his stay in 
Italy. To our eyes, as possibly to those of his contemporaries, the 
'picture (though unpretending and agreeable in tone) evinces no feel- 
ing for colour, and even die forms are inelegant, unduly round, and 
without interior markings, their pose somewhat stiff, and the action 
not easy. He hints even that he was aware the Burkes were not quite 
satisfied with his work. But undismayed by imperfect success, he 
resumed his labour, choosing a subject wliich required the highest 
feeling for form and colour, and entering upon a rivalry with the 
greatest masters. This picture, ‘Venus Rising from the Sea’, was 
^ National Gallery of Eire, Dublin. 
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exhibited in 1772, and resulted in his election as an associate of tie 
Royal Academy in tie autumn of that year, and as an R. A. in 1773 . 

Barry had now reached a distinguished place in art, and the right to 
come before the public, educated and uneducated, to receive or to 
influence its judgement; but while in Rome, his headstrong, violent, 
and obstinate temper had made him many enemies, and within 
three years of his return he endeavoured to quarrel with his long- 
tried friend Burke, on a mere point of ceremony. He was of a temper 
that never yielded; adverse criticism only produced in him a state of 
obstinate opposition; nevertheless, we from a distance cannot but 
admire the man who, in pursuit of what he considered the true 
end of art, devoted himself to a life of lonely poverty, that he might 
work out this great aim. . 

He was foremost among those who at this time offered to decorate 
the interior of St. Paul’s, and when, in 1774, on the failure of this 
proposal, the Society of Arts, through Valentine Green, the engraver, 
offered their room for decoration, Barry entered warmly into the 
scheme, and in 1777, after some previous negotiation with the newly 
founded society, agreed to paint on the walls of their meeting-room 
in the Adelphi a series of works illustrating human culture. All he 
asked was, that the society should provide him with materials and 
models; and diis being arranged to his satisfaction, he commenced 
his gratuitous labours, and for seven long years perseveringly occupied 
himself with the execution of these works, which are at least his best 
monument. Some have said that he literally starved during the time 
he was so occupied. He tells us himself that at the time of under- 
taking them he had only sixteen shiUmgs in his pocket, and that in 
the prosecution of his labour he had often, after painting all day, to 
sketch or engrave at night some design for the booksellers, which was 
to supply him with the means of his fnigal subsistence; but the 
society allowed him a small sum, and there is good evidence that his 
economy, and his long acquaintance with simple and hard fare, kept 
him above actual want. 

Barry’s work in the Adelphi claims especial notice in the history of 
art. His pictures propose to illustrate the great truth ‘that the attain- 
ment of happiness, individual as well as public, depends on the de- 
velopment, proper cultivation and perfection of the human faculties, 
physical and moral’; and in tiheir story, treatment, and accessories are 
appropriate to the society whose meeting-room they ornament. 
They consist of six separate paintings — ^four, each 15 ft. 2 in. long; 
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two, each occupying the whole length of the chamber, 42 /t. long, 
and all II ft. 10 in. high. The first of the series represents the story of 
Orpheus reclaiming mankind from the savage state. This, probably 
the first executed, is the weakest. With good expression both of face 
and figure, the action of the Orpheus is constrained, the group before 
him huddled and confused; but the landscape and the incidents in 
which it abounds are good accessories to the subject. 

The second picture is a Grecian harvest-home or thanksgiving to 
Ceres and Bacchus; a classic group of young men and girls are 
dancing in the foreground; the landscape is rich in colour and filled 
with incidents showing the abundance of the earth under due cultiva- 
tion: in the distance are seen rural sports, a wedding procession, and 
all that is associated with a happy rural life, but the dancing figures 
are poised and not moving. 

The third picture, the first of the two larger ones of the series, 
represents ‘The Victors of Olympia’. It is grandly conceived and 
executed in a large and simple manner, and having but little of 
positive colour, it inclines to a composition of tone, and an arrange- 
ment of greys and browns. This is on the whole satisfactory and suits 
well with the subject, giving it a grave and heroic character, yet 
somewhat at the expense of its appeal to the eye, and rather indicating 
a sense of timidity in the painter as a colourist. The light and shade 
are well considered, giving due prominence to the principal figures, 
and, as in the other pictures, the background and incidents are strictly 
appropriate. The heroic dignity of man, the training of the body to 
endurance and the limbs to action, the subjugation of strength to 
will, are the painter’s dieme. No fewer than diirty-five principal 
figures occupy the canvas, while in the left-hand comer Barry’s own 
likeness finds an appropriate place. 

The forms in this picture are particularly amenable to the remarks 
already made upon Barry as a draughtsman; in them he has adopted 
proportions wliich fail to give grandeur, and a manner which does 
not approach to style. The ‘terrible way’ of Michelangelo, the 
classical air of Mantegna, the developed and rounded proportions 
of Rubens, produce a style felt even in the diluted efforts of their 
imitators. The sculptors of antiquity were so studious of characteristic 
form that a mere fragment of the finest period of Greek art would 
enable us to distinguish the heroic from the god-like form, the 
trained athlete from the youthful follower of Bacchus or Venus. But 
Barry’s figures, intended to represent the heroes of the foot-race, the 
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wrestlers and boxers, who had long had the body in training ‘to 
bring it into subjection*, striving for the mastery, that they might 
obtain the much-prized crown, look big and boneless, mere sacks of 
flesh. As boxers they tnight conquer by weight, by brute force, but 
not by trained skill. Yet Barry’s work is beyond any work of his 
contemporaries, and is a monument to be spoken of with great 
respect- 

It is curious that the subject of mental culture ends here; the next 
picture gives rather the triumph of navigation than its culture. It is 
called * Navigation, or the Triumph of the Thames’, and is a glorifica- 
tion of navigation and commerce, perhaps indicating their value in 
bringing together the nations of the earth though the intention is 
obscure. Our great river is typified by an imposing but somewhat 
heavy male figure home in a car upon its waters; around the car 
float the navigators Drake, Raleigh, Cabot, and Cook in full costume, 
and Dr. Burney, introduced to typify music, m coat and wig of the 
time, all intermingled with Naiads and Nereids sporting with them 
amid the waves. Strangely incongruous, and not very clear as to its 
subject, it fails to interest us except for its oddity. 

The fifth subject, depicting ‘The Distribution of the Society’s 
Rewards’, and the sixth, ‘Elysium and Tartarus, or the State of Final 
Retribution’, are contrasted pictures. In the fifth, princes and judges 
are distributing earthly rewards to all orders of people for all sorts of 
works; in the last — ^perhaps, on the whole, the finest of the series — 
the wise and the good are entering upon their heavenly reward. It is 
honourable to Barry’s hberaHty that his Paradise contains men of all 
ages, aU countries, and all religions. Homer, Milton, and Shakespeare 
are side by side on the Olympian height; Raphael and Titian have 
their easels on its slopes. Popes and cardmals are there, -with Bishop 
Buder among them, whose Analogy is said to have made much 
impression on the mind of the painter. The ‘Elysium’ is an impressive 
work, grandly conceived, and certainly has this great merit, that it 
differs essentially from the treatment which the subject of final 
retribution has received at the hands of others. We have pointed out 
the defects and shortcomings of this painted epic in no spirit of 
depreciation; no other work of the English school, even down to our 
own day, aspires to so high a rank in a region of art, in which even to 
be short of perfection is not to be disgraced. 

Barry finished this great work in 1784, and in itself it almost 
represents the labour of his life in art. The society, according to 
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agreement, gave him the proceeds of the exhibition of his pictures, 
and added a gift o£fy»QO. He etched the series on a large scale, and the 
sale of these etchings was henceforth the principal source of his 
income.^ It were well, if possible, to pass over the dissensions with his 
brother artists, arising from his irritable and pugnacious disposition, 
which separated him from those who wished to be his friends, and 
embittered his own life. Among his other troubles, some thief broke 
into his comfortless lodgings and stole ;£4.oo, which, amid all his 
poverty, liis saving habits had enabled him to accumulate; the next 
morning he is said to have placarded his doors with a notice that the 
burglary was committed by the thirty-nine academicians. 

He violated, in his lectures, the established rule that no allusion 
should be made to the works of contemporaries, and he taunted 
Reynolds with * the poor mistaken stuff of his discourses’. But want of 
sympathy and success had soured a disposition never very amiable, and 
while it were to be wished that in the best interests of art such petty 
insults had been overlooked, it was hard to hear their constant repeti- 
tion. He was first removed from his professorship of painting — to 
which he had been elected in 1772 — and, finally, in 1799, by a vote 
of the general assembly, approved by the King, he was dismissed 
from his membership. 

From his tmeeiled room, which had been a carpenter s shop, not 
even impervious to the weather, imcleaned, unfurnished, with 
scarcely a bed, Barry had been, in the early days of 1806, to the house 
where he usually dined: when about to return, he was seized with a 
pleuritic fever; after some cordial had been administered to him, he 
was taken in a coach to the door of bis lonely home. Alas! he either 
had neighbouring enemies, or some mischievous boys had stuffed 
the keyhole with dirt and stones; the door could not be opened, 
and the poor painter, shivering with cold and disease, was obliged to 
resort to the temporary shelter which a companion found for him, 
and then left him sick and alone. He unfortunately remained two 
days without medical aid; delirium and severe inflammation ensued, 
and although he rallied so much as unadvisedly to go forth to the 
house of his friend Joseph Bonomi, he lingered but a few days, and 
died on 22 February 1806. 

His body lay in state in the rooms of the Adelphi, in the presence of 

^ See A Series of Etchings by James Barry, Esq., from his Original and Justly 
Celebrated Paintings in the Great Room of the Society of Arts, Manufactures, and 
Commerce, Adelphi, 1808. 
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his great work, and he was buried in St. Paul’s, where he rests, side 
by side with the great ones of his profession. 

The third painter, whose works are the subject of comment in this 
chapter, is John Singleton Copley, R.A, Less lofty in the subjects he 
chose for illustration than West and Barry, and finding his inspira- 
tion in the exalted deeds of his own time rather than in sacred or classic 
lore, his works naturally appealed to popular enthusiasm. Bom 
3 July 1738, of Irish parents, immediately upon their arrival in 
America, at Boston, then a British colony, he was led early in life 
by his own tastes to drawmg, and, out of the reach of academies and 
masters, he was left unobtrusively to make bis own way. He began 
with portraits and domestic groups, for which he found the back- 
grounds in the wild-wood scenery around him. In 1760, and yearly 
tin 1767, he sent pictures to London for exhibition, where these 
works attracted notice, and raised expectations of his future career. 
He was making a good income at Boston by his portraits, but he 
looked forward with a longing desire to see the great works of art 
m the old coimtry, and for this he husbanded his gains. In 1774 he 
was enabled to start for Europe with the mtention of making a tiiree- 
year tour. He took London on his way, and fiom thence went on 
direct to Rome, but in the following year he visited the chief seats of 
art m the cities of Italy, Germany, and the Low Countries, and after a 
short stay in Paris, returned to London at the end of the year 1775, 
and decided to setde there. 

In 1776 he exhibited at the Royal Academy a work called, in the 
phraseology of that day, ‘A Conversation’, that is, a group of por- 
traits, either small or of life-size, engaged or grouped in some simple 
manner; and in the same year he was elected an associate of the newly 
formed body. Shortly after Copley had exhibited his first work in the 
Royal Academy, an event occurred of great national importance, 
which must also, from the circumstances of his birth and parentage, 
have had a pecuhar interest for the painter. In the spring of the year 
1778, Wilham Pitt, the celebrated Earl of Chatham, who had ever 
opposed the taxation of our American possessions, and held the 
opinion ‘that this kingdom has no right to levy a tax upon her 
colonies’, came down to the House of Lords, while still suffering 
from a severe attack of the gout, to take part m a discussion on 
American affairs. He had already spoken at some length, but got up 
agam to reply to some observations of the Duke of Richmond, when 
he suddenly fell fainting and insensible into the arms of the surrounding 
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peers. This was on 7 April. He was removed at once to his house 
at Hayes in Kent, where he lingered for a short time, and died on 
the 1 1 th of the succeeding month. This incident furnished a noble 
subject for the painter, and one for which Copley was peculiarly well 
qualified. He commenced the large picture of ‘The Death of the Earl 
of Chatham', now in the Tate Gallery, painting distinct portraits of 
the various peers holding office, or otherwise present on that occasion. 

Altogether the work is a fine composition: the principal incident 
and group well supported by the secondary ones; the dfficulties on 
the whole successfully surmounted, and the story solemnly and 
touchingly told; while as a group of portraits of the great men of that 
age, it will grow in interest with the natives of our own land, as well 
as with those for wliich the great orator laboured with his last breath. 
The picture was engraved by Bartolozzi, who made some beautiful 
drawings from the principal heads, and produced a work so highly 
popular that we are told 2,500 copies were sold in the course of a 
few weeks. 

It has been said that the painter, on his first arrival in England, 
took the house, -N0.25 George Street, Hanover Square, in which he 
lived until his death, and in which his distinguished son resided during 
a long life and also died. But firom the original proposals, issued in 
March 1780, for publishing a print from ‘The Death of Chatham', 
we find it stated that ‘subscriptions are received by Mr. Copley, at 
his house No. 12, in Leicester Fields’, so that it must have been 
somewhat later that he removed to George Street. 

In 1779, Copley was elected a full member of die Royal Academy. 
He had now the difficult task of supporting the reputation he had 
gained, but he was equally fortunate in the subject he chose for his 
next important picture. ‘A body of French troops having invaded the 
island of Jersey in the year 1781, possessed themselves of the town of 
St. Helier's, and taking the Lieutenant-Governor prisoner, obliged 
him, in that situation, to sign a capitulation to surrender the island. 
Major Pierson, a gallant young officer, less than twenty-four years of 
age, sensible of die invalidity of the capitulation made by the 
Lieutenant-General whilst he was a prisoner, with great valour and 
prudence attacked and totally defeated the French troops, and thereby 
rescued the island, and gloriously maintained the honour of the 
British Army. Unfortunately this brave officer fell in the moment of 
victory; not by a chance shot, but by a ball levelled at him, with the 
design, by his death, to check the ardour of the British troops. The 
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major’s death was imtantly retaliated by his black servant on the 
man who shot the major.’ 

The backgrpund of the picture is an exact view of the spot where 
the battle was fought; introduced in the central group are the 
portraits of twelve persons, officers of the 95th Regiment and others, 
including the faithful black who avenged his master’s death. 

There is but little of conventionality, and great sense of truth and 
naturalness, in the way in which the painter has treated the incident. 
It appears as if the event must have happened as it is represented. 
Indeed, an authority on batdes, the great Duke of Wellington 
himself, when seated before it at dinner, is ^aid on more than one 
occasion to have expressed his admiration of the picture, and to have 
affirmed that it was the best representation of a battle he had ever seen. 

The colour of the picture is agreeable, fresh, and pure — the handling 
very vigorous; and it remains to this day one of the first pictures of its 
class in .the English school; less talked of, perhaps, because less known 
than West’s ‘Death of Wolfe’, ^ but a work of &X higher merit. It was 
pamted for Alderman Boydell, and is now in the Tate Gallery. 

Copley next proceeded to carry out a work of which the composi- 
tion and design had been prepared for some years: ‘Charles I demand- 
ing, in the House of Commons, the Five Impeached Members’. 

The City of London now gave him a commission to paint for 
their Guildhall a large picture of ‘The Repulse and Defeat of the 
Spanish Floating Batteries at Gibraltar by Lord Heathfield’. It is said 
that the painter went to Gibraltar to prepare sketches of various 
officers of the garrison, and to study the locality for this work, which 
is quite in keeping with his known desire to treat his incidents in 
strict accordance Avith the locality. Many of the drawings of groups 
for the picture remain, which serve to illustrate his readiness as a 
draughtsman, and the manner in which he conducted his work. The 
groups were carefully arranged, and spiritedly drawn from nature, 
on a small scale in black and white chalk on grey paper. These 
drawings were evidendy enlarged by squaring on to the canvas, and 
the work was painted at once. The picture itself is finely composed, 
and painted in the same simple and vigorous manner as Copley’s 
Other works — a maimer which, if it precludes the refinements of 
colour, stands well because the work was done at once. It has the 
same freshness of colouf and look of out-of-doors daylight which is 
characteristic of his art. It is boldly conceived, uniting an action on 
^ National Gallery of Canada, Ottawa. 
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die sea with one on shore, the difficulty of the two planes being well 
overcome by placing the military on the raised platform of the fort. 
The sailors are thus sufficiendy removed into the distance, although 
close to the bottom line of the picture, and the figures in the naval 
action are reduced to about half hfe-size. The portraits of die fifteen 
principal personages engaged in the conflict are introduced into the 
work. No doubt naval critics may find fault with die accessories, but 
to the artist or to the general spectator the bustle and animation of 
the scene are well given. The picture, when exhibited, was so popular 
that it is said to have been visited by 60,000 people, and that the net 
profits arising from the exhibition of that work and the ‘Death of 
Chatham’ amounted together to ;£5,ooo. 

Copley continued in the practice of his profession, painting both 
portraits and historical pictures until his death at the advanced age 
of seventy-eight, on 9 December 1815. He was very fortimate in 
the line of art he adopted; he appealed to national taste in his sub- 
jects, and to the national love of portraiture in his mode of illustrating 
them. When he turned to sacred themes, of which he left behind him 
a few small pictures, he was far less successful, because less original. 
We can trace the adoption of figures and attitudes from the greater 
masters who had occupied that field, and we feel how wise he was 
to continue in the walk he had chosen for himself. 

Many since his day have undertaken groups of portraiture con- 
nected with some historical event, but few have treated such subjects 
so satisfactorily as John Singleton Copley. His manner, we are told by 
several authorities, was laboriously slow, though we should not have 
judged so from his works. Mr. Serjeant, an American painter, says: 
‘He painted a very beautiful head of my mother, who told me that 
she sat to him fifteen or sixteen times, six hours at a time; and that 
once she had been sitting to him for many hours, when he left the 
room for a few minutes, but requested she would not move from her 
seat during his absence. She had the curiosity, however, to peep at 
the picture, and to her astonishment she found it all rubbed out/ 
‘When painting a portrait Copley used to match with his palette- 
knife a tint for every part of the face, whether in light, shadow, or 
reflection. This occupied himself and the sitter a long time before he 
touched the canvas. One of the most beautiful of his portrait- 
compositions is at Windsor Casde, and represents a group of die royal 
chUdren playing in a garden with dogs and parrots. It was painted at 
Windsor, and during the operation, the children, the dogs, and the 
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parrots became equally wearied. The persons who were obliged to 
attend them while sitting complained to the Queen; the Queen com- 
plained to the King; and the King to Mr. West, who had obtained 
the commission for Copley. Mr. West satisfied His Majesty that Mr. 
Copley must be allowed to proceed in his own way, and that any 
attempt to hurry him might be injurious to the picture, which 
would be a very fine one when done.’ The tedious preparatory 
practice for this picture (which is now at Buckingham Palace) is, 
however, not inconsistent with rapid execution when the work was 
actually begun. 
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CHAPTER Vin 


GEORGE ROMNEY AND JOSEPH WRIGHT 
OP DERBY 

While Barry, West, and Copley were devoting themselves prin- 
cipally to historic art, there were other English painters, their 
contemporaries, who endeavoured to uphold and continue the fame 
of English portraiture, even during the lifetime of Reynolds and 
Gainsborough. Of these George Romney and Joseph Wright, known 
as Wright of Derby, demand our notice; but while making them the 
joint subjects of this chapter, they have no other connexion, either 
in their art or their lives, than may be assigned to diem as contem- 
poraries holding rank in the same profession, of whose art it is 
convenient to treat together. 

It has been objected to Reynolds that he spent much of his life and 
wasted his fine powers in experiments on colouring. The same cannot 
be said of cither Copley or West; one method seems to characterize 
all their works, which evince great readiness, and m Copley’s case 
great apparent power of painting at once, great decision of handling; 
but both had litde feeling as painters. 

There is no doubt that much of the common appearance of the works 
of both Copley and West resulted firom a poor executive; even m the 
disrupted and cracked surface of Reynolds there is ever a noble 
quahty seen beneath, and the very texture of decay is less offensive in 
him than the uniform hard surface and dry juiceless cracks in their 
pictures—for even their works have aacked— -but without that 
luscious richness as of an over-ripe firuit, which characterizes the work 
of Reynolds. 

West, Copley, Francis Cotes, R.A. (1726-1770), Nathaniel Dance 
(Holland), R.A. (1730-T811), and, in his early portraits, Wright of 
Derby, painted solidly and at once, and cared very little if at all for 
the ground; and m tliis they followed the executive methods of the 
old school. They showed great dexterity, but at the same time great 
sameness of handling, and a dry unvaried surface that gets hair- 
CTacked, and may rise from the ground and scale off, but rarely draws 
together, and never gives signs of flowing in the darks. 

A curious portrait on one of the staircases at Hatfield will illustrate 
both this indifference to the ground on which they painted, and the 
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solid execution of the period. It is a whole-length of one of the noble 
house of Cecil, in the flowing wig and costume of the early half of the 
eighteenth century. Having on some occasion been placed in the 
hands of a picture-cleaner, the curls of the wig were wiped away, and 
a portrait of the Duke of Monmouth in armour began to emerge 
to the light of day. No doubt the painter had taken a portrait of the 
disgraced duke, and used the canvas for another sitter without 
further preparation, solidly painting the head of his new sitter over 
the old one. By the followers of such a method, the only advance 
possible is in the direction of rapid and dexterous execution, and 
this, it has been shown, the painters we have been adverting to 
achieved. James Northcote, John Opie, John Hoppner, and others of 
the succeeding race, of whom we shall presently speak, followed, on 
the contrary, or attempted to follow, the methods of Reynolds. They 
adopted and used his pigments with all their faults, realizing few of the 
beauties he achieved with them; they sought to arrive at his impasto 
but rather by the loading of successive repetitions than by the proper 
preparation of a ground on which to place their finishing paintings; 
and the result was, and is, that their works, like his, have made rapid 
progress m decay — a decay that is unaccompanied with the richness 
and beauty that Imgers even in the perishing works of Reynolds. 
Still the method, although ill-appreciated and faultily adopted, was 
one that permitted progress and encouraged experiments, and the 
English school, after floundering awhile with perishing materials, 
falsely used, and methods of painting ill understood, is at last again 
inaking sound advances, and has maintained a reputation as a school of 
colour which could never have resulted firom the methods of West, 
Copley, and their predecessors. 

George Romney was bom on 26 December 1734, at Dalton-le- 
Fumess, Lancashire, and William Hayley, his biographer, tells us 
he was the son of a man of many occupations, builder, merchant, and 
farmer, and was apprenticed to a cabinet-maker, with whom he 
acquired some skiU at his trade. His first indication of talent for the 
art in which he became celebrated was shown in sketching firom 
memory the features of a casual visitor at the parish church of his 
native village, and he was stimulated to improve himself by a friend 
of tie name of Williamson, an eccentric man devoted to chemistry 
and alchemy. Romney afterwards studied under a Cumberland artist 
of tie name of Edward Steele, to whom he was apprenticed by his 
father. His master, who seems to have been a rollicking blade, and 
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was known by the cognomen of Count Steel, was but little older than 
the pupil, and being engaged in a love-affair with a neighbouring 
lady, employed his apprentice to assist him in carrying on a clandes- 
tine correspondence with her, which ended in Steele’s eloping with 
the lady to Scodand, and leaving his pupil behind in a fit of fever and 
sickness arising from ‘his exertions m assisting the escape of the bride’. 
Romney was nursed in his sickness by a compassionate young girl, 
and her attention and his gratitude resulted in a precipitate marriage 
in 1756, when the painter was barely twenty-two years of age. The 
painter’s son speaks of his mother as of the same rank in life as his 
father. 

The after-conduct of Romney towards his wife and children seems 
to evidence tenderness for himself, love of his own ease and advance- 
ment, but litde for those whom it was his first duty to cherish and 
protect. He resolved, mstcad of setdmg, ‘ to wander forth alone in 
quest of professional adventures’. Rambling over the north, painting 
heads life-size at two guineas, and small whole-lengths for six guineas, 
he contrived to save nearly ^{jioo, when, taking ;^30 of this sum for 
his own expenses, he gave the rest to his dutiful and unoffending 
wife, now burdened with two children, and left the north and his 
family to seek his fortune in the great metropoHs. 

He arrived in London in the year 1762, and his first success was 
attained in historical painting. For a picture of the ‘Death of General 
Wolfe’,^ he obtained fiom the infant Society of Arts a donation of 
^£25. In 1764, Romney left London for the Continent, for a short 
visit to Paris, where he carefully examined the works of art. On his 
return he removed into Gray’s Inn, and was soon engaged in painting 
the members of the legal profession. In 1765 he exhibited a picture of 
the death of ‘King Edmund’, and now received from the Society of 
Arts its second prize of fifty guineas. He then removed to Newport 
Street, Long Acre, and was, we are told by one of his pupils, in the 
receipt of ;£i,200 a year from his profession, when he boldly resolved 
to quit present affluence and reputation, and with a view to improve- 
ment, to make a long visit to Italy. In March 1773, in company with 
Ozias Humphry, a brother artist, he took his way to the Continent 
for the second time; after a short stay at Paris, the two companions 
proceeded slowly, making their journey somewhat of a tour of 
pleasure. During their passage from Genoa to Ostia, they were in 
great danger firom a storm, and, when Ronmey’s companion rallied 
1 Said to be in the Council Chamber, Calcutta. 
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him on his consternation and gravity, he was assured that ‘it did not 
arise from personal fear, but from tender concern at the prospect of 
being suddenly separated for ever from his friends and relations’; 
relations whom, in his now affluent condition, he left in separate 
loneliness in the far north, nor sought to share with them the advan- 
tages arising from his gratified ambition. The travellers arrived in 
Rome on 1 8 June, and here from a singular mental infirmity — a 
perpetual dread of enemies — Romney avoided all further inter- 
course with his fellow-traveller, and with all his countrymen ihen 
studying in Rome. What the nature of his labours was it is not 
possible at this distance of time to determine: he made a few studies, 
and at least one copy from Raphael, and after some months returned 
to England, by way of Venice and Parma (mating a stay at both 
places), in the beginning of July 1775; and at Christmas of the-same 
year, finally settled himself in Cavendish Square, in the house where 
Francis Cotes had Hved before him, and which was afterwards 
occupied by Sir Martin Archer Shee. 

The time had now arrived when we should expect that Romney 
would send for his wife and children, who, during the many long years 
he had been struggling upwards, had been left to lead a life of lonely 
separation in Lancashire. He was master of his time, in full practice, 
established in reputation, settled in a noble mansion, where a wife’s 
help might indeed be useful, and her society, with that of his two 
children, have tended to drive away the moody demon that seemed 
to be his continual companion. But, though his poet-biographer, 
William Hayley, induced Romney to spend a few weeks with him 
at Earlham every season for twenty years, during the whole of this 
time he paid only two visits to his wife and children. 

Settled in Cavendish Square, Romney began by charging fifteen 
guineas for a head life-size, and proportionately for half- and whole- 
lengths. With such tune as a constant influx of sitters left at his com- 
mand, he was now ambitious of higher and nobler attempts and 
wished to return to historic art; thus many subject-pictures were 
begun. But the painter’s invention was more fervid than deep; casUy 
excited, but soon satiated. 

Moreover, Romney had never had a proper education in art, he was 
no anatomist, and as a work approached completion, partly from im- 
perfect knowledge, and partly from not having carefully considered 
it as a whole before commencing, he foxmd his difficulties increase 
upon him, and no doubt was tempted to lay the canvas aside in hopes 
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of an easier conquest. He loved sketching, he loved portrait painting, 
which required little more thought, as he painted, than to follow the 
leadings of his model. He loved to paint from the fair Emma, as 
Hayley calls Lady Hamilton, the person raised from a painter’s model 
to be an ambassador’s wife and the intimate of queens and princesses 
— to paint the fair Emma as Contemplation or Innocence, or any 
other abstraction; but he did not love the dry labour of thought, the 
painful toil of completion when the first fervour of the imagination 
is j’aded; he disliked that mere executive which is the body to the 
spirit, the necessary clog that holds the painter to the earth when he 
would desire to soar aloft into the heaven of invention. Hence the 
number of his portraits and sketches, the number of commencements 
of pictures — cardoads it is said, which were removed from Hamp- 
stead after his death — and hence the incompleteness of even those 
works which Romney himself deemed finished. 

Nevertheless in portraiture, having adopted a broad and general 
manner, and being ready in execution to the extent which he carried 
his art, his pencil was in continual occupation. 

We find that in 1783 his portraits had risen so high in the public 
estimation that he was regarded as the rival of Reynolds. Lord 
Thurlow, who was amongst the number of his sitters, alluding to the 
rivalry between the two painters, said, ‘Reynolds and Romney divide 
the town, I am of the Romney faction’. Even Northcote allows that 
‘Reynolds was not much employed as a portrait painter after Rononey 
grew into fashion’. With increase of sitters our painter fiirom time to 
time increased his prices, and during the latter years of his practice his 
annual income from portraits alone was nearly four thousand pounds. 

In this full tide of fame and practice we might have expected that 
Romney would seek to become a member of the Royal Academy. 
There is no doubt that his talent would have claimed a ready entrance, 
and that among the members generally he would have found a 
welcome; but there were many reasons why he was disinclined to 
this step. To the original* forty members had now been added the 
body of associates, and though, in his own opinion, and in the eyes of 
his immediate friends, equal to the best, he must have gone through 
the prescribed form, and entered in the junior rank, waiting a longer 
or shorter time for his translation to the higher honours. Besides, it 
would appear that at that time some canvassing was expected (a thing 
positively unknown in the last quarter of a century), and to this he 
could not stoop. 
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We are told elsewhere that he avoided the company of his brother 
artists, yet continually complained that they neglected and shunned 
him; and that professional rivalry with Sir Joshua made him beyond 
measure jealous, yet fearful to place his works side by side with those 
of the President on the walls of a public exhibition. They would 
certainly have shown to disadvantage so contrasted, which Romney 
avoided by their being seen only in his domestic gallery. Dr. Johnson 
said of Reynolds ‘that he was one of the most invulnerable of men’, 
yet he felt annoyed by this rivalry of fashion rather than of art, and 
could speak disparagingly of ‘the man in Cavendish Square’, while 
there hardly existed one whose sensitiveness it was more easy to wound 
than Romney; and he, notwithstanding his success, was but too weU 
aware that the world of art was with Reynolds, if for a time the world 
of fashion had left the President’s door to throng to his own. 

While in full practice as a portrait painter, and in the intervals of 
his sitters giving reins to his imagination in multitudes of sketches for 
subjects never completed, he occasionally finished what may be called 
a fancy picture. In 1786, when Alderman Boydell first broached his 
scheme of a gallery of subjects from Shakespeare’s plays, Romney 
entered into the project with his usual ardour. He immediately begun 
a picture of ‘The Shipwreck’ from The Tempest, and working at it 
more perseveringly than was usual with him, finished it early in the 
spring of 1790,^ 

When this work was completed, his great rival Reynolds had 
ceased to paint, and Romney was left supreme in portraiture. But the 
demon of melancholy that had haunted him in his lonely home from 
the very days of his youth upward, was not to be driven forth by 
prosperity or by fame. The painter, to shun it, might fly from London 
and from his sitters to Earlham or Felpham, he might muster his 
sketches and propose to himself the happiness of new labours, but it 
followed him and dogged his path. London was, or was supposed to 
be, unhealthy, and the painter took to sleeping at Hampstead, first 
riding, afterwards walking in the morning to his town studio. For a 
while he flattered himself that his evil spirit had left him. He bought 
land and erected a house after his own heart, and to his own plans in 
that healthful suburb. He had a large gallery for his works, a chamber 
where, as he lay, a magnificent view of the far-away dty was before 
his eyes — an intervening country, not as now covered with a tangled 
net of railways, where houses seem daily to grow out of the ground, 

^ Engraved by William Blake m William Hayley’s Life of Romney, 1809. 
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but where sweet pastures and bright meadows sloped away to the 
quiet outskirts. Here again he dreamt of fimshing his many subjects; 
but alas ! the time was gone by, the power of his hand — the cunning of 
his art had fled. He thought of those he had left in the north, and in 
1798 he paid them at last a visit. No more the ambitious youdi who 
had left wife and clnldrcn in search of wealth and fame, but a poor 
broken-down hypochondriac. It is true that he came back awhile to 
find his house at Hampstead, his gallery, and his studio, in every 
respect complete — to pay one more visit to Felpham and Hayley, but 
no less to find his utter inability to paint. His dream of ambition was 
at an end. He sold his house in Cavendish Square to Shee, and soon 
after quitted London, and saw it no more. 

Hayley *s influence over Romney seems, on the whole, to have 
been unpropitious, since he nursed the painter’s maudlin sensibility, 
encouraged him in the idle habit of mere sketching, and flattered 
many of his foibles and weaknesses. 

How did his long-neglected wife receive the man who had only 
come back to her when the pleasures of life had passed away; the man 
who had deserted the mother of his children in her young days, and 
had selfishly passed all his best years apart firom her, nor had allowed 
her to share his hopes, his fame, or the society that wealth had gathered 
around him? O wonder of woman’s loving patient endurance during 
thirty years of cruel absence! She received him on his return with- 
out upbraiding; and ‘he had the comfort of finding an attentive, 
aflfectionate nurse in a most exemplary wife, who had never been 
irritated to an act of unkindness or an expression of reproach by his 
years of absence and neglect*. 

Romney’s character was a strange anomaly. He could be senti- 
mentally eloquent, no doubt, and speak tenderly, though his life was 
a long act of cruelty, A year before his own malady drove him to his 
long-shunned home he wrote thus of the widow of poor William 
Hodges (1744-1797): ‘I shall never forget when I found her at 
breakfast with her little children, her voice, her face, more enchanting 
than I ever thought them before: for the gratification of the same 
looks and voice, I think I could travel a hundred miles’. Did he think 
of his own wife at Kendal? of his own children, whose youthful love 
he had never known? Now he lingered awhile at Kendal, acknow- 
ledging, in his letters to his London friends, the tender solicitude of 
his wife; longed earnestly for the return of his brother, who had risen 
to be a general in the Indian Army, and who came just in time to see, 
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and to be doubtfully recognized by Romney, ere, as Richard Cum- 
berland says, in his memoir of the painter, he sank into an inglorious 
grave in November 1802. 

"When we endeavour to form an estimate of Romney as an artist, 
we are inclined to wonder at the position he held in his own day, and 
while Gainsborough and Reynolds were yet living; for whatever 
merit we may allow to Romney as a painter, and he had great merit, 
yet we cannot compare him with either of these his contemporaries. 
He was enthusiastic and energetic, and full of a certain nervous 
sensibility that is akin to poetic genius. His imagination was more 
active than his perseverance, and he was easily excited to begin, and 
as easily tempted to lay aside, his work; as far as observation went he 
endeavoured to overcome the imperfection of his early training, but 
downright labour to that end was easily laid aside. Could art come by 
mere impulse, he would have been a great artist. His sojourn in Italy 
led him to love and follow Correggio rather than the Venetians, and 
from him Romney derived a certain breadth and simplicity of manner 
that was apt to degenerate into generality and emptiness. His manner 
once fixed, we see none of the varied modes of execution, and of the 
preparation of the work, that are so evident even from the very 
failures of Reynolds. We are told by his pupil, Thomas Robinson, 
that latterly he glazed his pictures much, and missed the pure tints of 
his earher works; but by glazing he must have meant ‘toning’, since 
Romney’s works are very solidly painted. He had little of the power 
of adding mdividuality to beauty. His colouring is void of variety of 
tint, and tends to red and brown, his flesh is apt to be rather bricky, 
and to want that luminous and golden glow which hardly any but 
Reynolds and the great Venetians have achieved, while his forms are 
unmodelled and devoid of bones. There is a pleasing breadth almost 
amounting to grandeur in some of his works, but it ever seems as 
if he had the power to carry them up to a certain point only, and 
could not complete them. If they have a flavour of Correggio, it is 
without his rich completing glazings, and rather as the works of that 
great artist appear after they have been, by the skill of the picture- 
cleaner, divested entirely of their richness of surface. 

Romney’s art was rather largely represented at the autumn exhibi- 
tion of the British Institution, in 1863, twenty-one of his works being 
hung in juxtaposition with some of those of his great rivals, Gains- 
borough and Reynolds. Among these works were, of course, three or 
four Lady Hamiltons, with Serenas, Hebes, etc., most likely inspired 
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by the same enchantress. Here was also the historical picture of 
‘Newton Showing the Effects of the Prism', ^ painted as a companion 
to ‘Milton Dictating to his Daughters’.* The drawing is poor and 
without much character, the flesh dirty and hot, and the treatment of 
action and expression weak and commonplace; there is little of dignity 
either in the personages represented or in the painter’s art. 

One or two of his portraits here were jSnely and solidly painted and 
beautifully handled, and certainly better dian many by Lawrence. 
Others in the collection, however, were as bad as these were good, 
and it was singular to feel how weak and tame were his portraits of 
children. A portrait of Lord Stanley and his sister in their childhood — 
but beyond that infantile period to which we allude — ^is, however, a 
good specimen of the painter, the boy’s head really good. But we 
may sum up aU that is to be said of Romney in this, that whatever he 
did Reynolds had done far better; tliat his art did not advance the 
taste of the age, or die reputation of die school, and that it is quite 
clear, however fashion or faction may have upheld him in his own 
day, the succeeding race of painters owed litde or nothing to his 
teaching. 

Joseph Wright f called Wright of Derby, like Romney, was among the 
painters who were established in full practice before the foundation 
of the Royal Academy. He was bom at Derby, 3 September 1734, 
and was the son of an attorney of that midland town. His first bent 
was towards mechanical contrivance. He afterwards showed a liking 
for art, which his father encouraged, sending him to London in 1751, 
and placing him under Hudson, then in the height of fashionable 
employment. After studying two years with the master of Reynolds, 
young Wright returned to Derby, and there practised his profession 
with some success, but subsequently feeling his deficient art- 
knowledge, the young painter revisited the metropolis and the 
studio of his old master, remaining with him on the second occasion 
for fifteen months, after which he settled in his native town. Here 
he obtained the patronage of the neighbouring gentry, and painted 
many portraits, and also subject-pictures, such as ‘The Orrery’,* 
‘The Iron Forge’, and ‘An Experiment with the Air Pump’.^.In all 
these the painter has sought to give the effect of artificial light, a walk 

^ Cranbery Park, near Winchester. 

* There are four sketches for this in the FitzwilHam Museuxn, Cambridge. 

* Derby Art Museum. 

* Tate Gallery; on loan to Derby. 
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of art which he eventually made almost his own, treating both subject- 
pictures, and afterwards landscapes and marine pictures, as lighted by 
fire-Hght, by conflagrations, or by moonhght, and rendering such 
treatments with much fidehty and truth. He continued to reside in 
Derby until 1773, and many of his best pictures, including those 
named above, were painted in this period. 

In 1773 he married, and took that opportunity to visit Italy, where 
he remained two years, studying, it is said, the works of the great 
masters, especially those of Michelangelo, from which he made 
many copies on a large scale. But however much the works in the 
Sistine Chapel may have impressed him at the time, they had little 
influence on his subsequent practice. Durmg his residence in Italy, he 
made many landscape-sketches, and collected a large amount of 
material, which enabled him on his return to practise this branch of 
art largely, treating it also under his favourite effects of artificial light. 
While at Naples he was fortunate in seeing a memorable eruption of 
Vesuvius, when he carefully noted the effect of the flames on the 
noble scenery of the city and the bay. He also visited the caves at 
Capri, and the Grotto of Posflipo, and on his return painted these 
subjects frequently, varying the effects and the accessories. Thus in 
the list of his pictures ‘Vesuvius’, and ‘Conflagrations of Vesuvius’, 
often recur, together with ‘ Cottages on Fire’, ‘Moonlights’, ‘ Cavern- 
scenes’, ‘Sunsets’, etc. Wilson, who admired Wright’s artifice, used 
to say: ‘Give me your fireHght, and I will give you my dayHght’. 
But Wright had no need to exchange, since he was well patronized 
m his day, and in a list of 164 of his works published after his death, 
there are only about twenty-five which have not the name of the 
proprietor to whom they belong or for whom they were painted. 

When Wright returned to England in 1775, he went to hve at 
Bath. Gainsborough had just left, and he hoped to find a good open- 
ing for himself as a portrait painter. But he met with no encourage- 
ment, and after about two years he returned to Derby, where he 
finally setded. In the midst of his relations, honoured by his towns- 
men, with ample professional employment, he had htde inducement 
to leave it for the great metropolis, although often urged to do so. 
Here he continued to reside until 1797, when a lingering lUness 
termmated his life on 29 August. There is a painful solidity of 
execution, a want of quaHty and texture both in the flesh and the 
draperies of his portraits, so that when placed beside the works of 
Reynolds or Gainsborough, they remind us of the labours of the 
E 
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house-painter; they show little variety of handling — ^flcsh, drapery, 
sky, and trees, being all executed in the same painty manner. He 
adopted a shadow colour, with a purplish hue, such as would result 
from Indian red and blue-black, which prevails throughout his 
portraits, and gives them a heavy look, and has an unpleasant effect 
both in the shadows and half-tints. The colour in these works is 
defective, but in his subjects treated with artificial light, since tone 
rather tlian colour is sought, his defect as a colourist is less seen. His 
landscapes are large and simple in maimer, but heavy and empty. 

Some of them have sadly failed from the pigments and vehicle used 
in them, wliile others remain perfectly sound — those on which, in 
order to obtain an artificial effect, he had often to repeat his painting, 
are the most injured, such as liis ‘Eruptions of Vesuvius*; while the 
simpler treatments, as die ‘Windermere’ and other lake scenery, 
painted after his visit to Westmorland in 1793, are in good condition, 
as are also most of his portraits. 

Wright’s intercourse with his brother artists was limited to' sending 
an occasional picture to the Exhibition of the Incorporated Society. 
When the Academy was formed, although he was at that time 
producing some of his best pictures — pictures which fully entitled 
him to a place among the forty— his name was not included in the 
first list. On his return from Rome in 1775 — perhaps for die sake of 
keeping up his practice while in London — ^he entered as a student in 
the Royal Academy, and in November 1781 was elected an associate 
of the body. It has often been a cause of complaint and animadversion 
that he was never elected a frill member, and he is said to have dirown 
up his diploma of associate m disgust. In a sketch of his life, written in 
the year he died, we arc told that ‘he felt a repugnance to send his 
works to an exlnbition where he had too much cause to complain of 
their being improperly placed, and sometimes even upon the ground, 
that, if possible, they might escape the public eye*. This narrow 
jealousy, added to the circumstance of his being rejected as an R.A. 
at the time Mr. Garvey was a successful candidate, did not tend to 
increase his opinion of the liberality of his brethren of tlic profession. 
The Academy, however, being afterwards aware of the impropriety 
of thus insulting a man of his abilities, deputed their secretary, 
Newton, to go to Derby to solicit his acceptance of a diploma, which 
he indignantly rejected.’ 

We find from the Academy records, though, that Wright was 
elected a full member in Febniary 1784, but he then refused to 
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comply with the law of the Academy, which requires a member to 
present one of his works to the Academy before receivmg his diploma, 
and ordered his name to be removed from the list of associates. 

All we know of Wright proves him to have been a man of a shy, 
nervous, melanchoHc temper, always ailing, and not sufFenng the 
le^s if his ills were only fancies. His portrait alone is a sufficient con- 
firmation of this, but aU accounts confirm it. Dr. Erasmus Darwin, 
who was his friend, and was often consulted upon his imaginary 
complaints, once told him ‘ he had but one thing more to recommend. 
He thought that it would do him good to be engaged in a vexatious 
lawsuit’ — anything to divert the hypochondriac from dwelling 
upon himself. 

Wright had never been more than an occasional exhibitor at the 
Royal Academy — ^indeed the account he gives of his own health 
would preclude us from looking for him as a constant contributor. 
After his refusal of the Academy honours in 1784, we are not sur- 
prised to miss his name for two or three seasons, but in 1788 he 
reappears as the exhibitor of five landscapes. In 1794, his name 
appears for the last time, his works being * An Eruption of Vesuvius* 
and 'A Village on Ere*. His death occurred in 1797. 

Having made a journey into the county expressly to see some of the 
works of this Derbyshire artist, we were shown many ; portraits, 
landscapes, and figure-subjects, reported to be amongst his best, but 
always disappointing to our expectations. It was, therefore, a source 
of real satisfection when Mr. Edward Tyrrell presented to the 
National Gallery the picture we have mentioned — ‘An Experiment 
with the Air Pump’. It is a very clever and vigorous work, with the 
figures life-size. The air-pump is on the table in the centre of a group, 
and the light placed within the machine radiates out on the surround- 
ing faces of children, young men and maidens, and more aged 
spectators. The drawing and composition are satisfactory, and there is 
a great contrast in the character, expression, and the very varied 
attitudes of the several heads. The flesh of the faces is good in colour 
and most carefully modelled; indeed, the young woman on the right, 
in blue, and the lad drawing down a curtain to shut out the moon- 
light on the left are worth especial observation for this quahty. The 
draperies are all carefully painted from Nature, a merit apparent also 
in most of Wright’s portraits. There is a pretty little incident, 
rendered with feeling and true expression, in the group of two young 
girls, touched with childish sorrow and dread of what they are told 
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is to be the resiilt of ‘the experiment’ — the death of the bird confined 
in the glass receiver of tlie machine. 

The colour of the whole is pleasant, the execution firm and solid, 
and the brown shadows, although dark, are sufficiently rich and 
luminous, the picture very agreeable in general tone. It is satisfactory 
to find this work so sound, and to have such a representation of this 
painter’s art; yet on the whole it cannot be said th«at Wright’s pictures 
have added much to dae reputation of tlie British school, and as a 
portrait painter, he is only in the second rank. 
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HENRY FUSELI AND HISTORIC ART 

Very soon after the foundation of the Royal Academy a great move- 
ment took place in art. Our artists were emulous to distinguish 
themselves; and, as a body, were desirous of engagmg in works which 
should cultivate the taste of their countrymen for pictorial design. 
The members of the Academy led the way, and offered to decorate 
St. Paul’s Cathedral at their own expense, with appropriate paintings 
from Scripture subjects. They selected Reynolds, their president. West, 
Barry, Cipriani, Dance, and Angelica Kauifrnaim, for this undertaking, 
and made this generous proposal in 1773, to the Dean and Chapter, 
in such terms as they hoped would insure its acceptance and success — 
offering to receive the suggestions of the Dean and Chapter for 
alterations or amendments of their work when completed, and to 
remove them if not finally approved. This noble offer was accepted 
by the Dean, who readily obtained the sanction of the King; but the 
Archbishop of Canterbury and the Bishop of London, who are the 
trustees of the cathedral, disapproved; and the latter (Bishop Terrick) 
strenuously opposed it as an artful intrusion of Popery, and the whole 
plan fell to the ground, and the ardent desire of the body of artists 
ended only in disappointment. 

Looking back from our present position, and with our advanced 
knowledge on the subject, we feel confident that this disappointment 
was on the whole for the advantage of art. The subject of mural decora- 
tion had not at that time received the consideration it has since obtained 
throughout Europe. The principles of pictorial art as an adjunct to 
architecture had not in the least been studied, and mere pictorial treat- 
ment would have undoubtedly prevailed. The vehicle in which the 
works would have been executed would most Hkely have been oil; 
and oil, with all the faulty and insecure pigments then and for a long 
time after in use. Had the proposal been carried out we might now be 
contemplating an incomplete series of works far advanced in ruin and 
decay, unsuited to their situation, incongruous with one another from 
lacking the direction of a leading mind, and altogether affording an 
argument against rather than in favour of further attempts. 

A few years later the members of the Academy warmly supported 
the plan of a ‘ Shakespeare Gallery’, which originated with Alderman 
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Boydell. When a young man, John Boydell had been struck by an 
indifferent engraving, the work of William Henry Toms, probably 
from its accurate delineation of a scene famihar to him; and at the age 
of twenty-one, and in spite of the wishes of his family, he walked up 
to London from Derbyshire, and apprenticed himself to the engraver 
by whose work he had been so suddenly impressed. Although his 
assiduity led to no eminence in his adopted art, by his enterprise and 
generous dealing he was enabled to foimd and foster a great school 
of engraving in England, and rose himself to opulence and distinction. 
Then he desired to accomplish for the painters’ art what he had done 
for die engravers'. His great scheme of the Shakespeare Gallery arose 
in a conversation over Ae dinner-table, in November 1786, when he 
entertained West, Romney, and Paul Sandby, with some other 
eminent men. Boydell expressed his desire, ‘old as he was, to wipe 
away the stigma that we had no genius for historical painting’; and 
in the discussion which arose the name of Shakespeare was mentioned 
by Nicol, the well-known printer, who was one of the guests; and the 
idea of the Shakespeare Gallery, which then took a form, was so 
steadily pursued, that early in 1789 the gallery (later occupied by 
die British Institution) in Pall Mall was finished, several of the paint- 
ings were completed, and the whole undertaking far advanced. 

All die first artists were invited to assist, and received hberal 
commissions. 

The collected works were exhibited to the pubHc in the gallery 
built for them; and, as a part of the original scheme, were engraved 
and circulated throughout the country and on the Continent. They 
were of very mixed merit, but the magnitude of the scheme, and the 
renown by which it was attended, no doubt assisted to create a pubHc 
appetite for pictorial art; wb'le it is equally certain that generally the 
weakness of drawing, the want of power in the artists to enter into the 
manners and habits of the time and the characters represented, would 
hardly be tolerated now, and justifies the neglect into which the greater 
part of the works have fallen. Need we tell the painful end of Boydell’s 
great enterprise, undoubtedly begun with higher motives than the 
mere love of gain. In sixty years of active life he had accumulated a 
capital of 50,000 which he sunk to found a school of engraving and 
of liistoric painting. He had purposed to leave to the nation the gallery 
he had erected and the works painted to illustrate his country’s great 
dramatic poet; but the disturbance of all his commercial relations with 
the Continent by the breaking out of the French Revolution paralysed 
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his extensive trade, and at the age of eighty-five he sought of Parha- 
ment the power to sell by lottery his galleries, pictures, drawings, and 
stock, that ‘ he might be able to pay all that he owed in the world and 
he was taken from the world just as this last request had been granted. 

Henry Fuseli, R,A., was the promoter of a scheme like Boydell’s. 
He was the most poetical, as also the most original of the group of 
painters on which we are now entering. Bom at Zurich on 7 February 
1741, he was the second son of Johann Caspar Fiissli, himself a 
painter of portraits and landscapes — ^a man otherwise endowed with 
learning and talents, and the intimate associate of men of varied 
acquirements, whose names are still held in honour. The elder 
Fiissli did not wish his son to be an artist, but intended him for the 
clerical profession. We are told that his dislike to his son’s being a 
painter might partly have arisen from the boy’s awkwardness, and 
want of manual dexterity, which was so great as to have resulted in 
a family saying: ‘Take care of that boy, for he destroys or spoils 
whatever he touches’; a defect which in later life was seen in the 
great want of executive power apparent in his pictures. But Fuseli’s 
love of art was not to be checked, and he followed secredy what it 
was denied him to work at openly. The hours of night, when the 
family were at rest, were devoted to his pursuit of art, and even thus 
early his efforts were marked with a tendency to the extravagant, 
either on the side of the burlesque or of the terrible. In order to 
prepare the lad for his future duties, he was put in charge of a tutor, 
who read aloud to him the works of those theologians which formed 
part of his course of study. But while the tutor read, the pupil drew, 
and the better to escape observation, learnt to use his left hand, which 
was attended with this advantage, that he was enabled to use either 
hand freely during his later life. Removed to the country for the 
benefit of better air, he seems to have enjoyed with great zest the 
new scenes and new objects brought within his observation. But his 
father was not a man to change the determination he had made, and 
when he had reached a proper age, the future painter, returning to 
Zurich, entered the Caroline college in that city, and finally obtained 
the degree of Master of Arts. While at college, he had for feUow- 
students many very remarkable companions, among others the 
well-known Johaim Caspar Lavater, with whom he afterwards kept 
up a constant intercourse, and whose mind, innately sympathizing 
with the mysteries of spiritualism and demoniacal possession, must 
have had some influence on one in many respects so hke-minded as 
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Fuseli* 'While at college, Fuseli made himself acquainted with various 
modern languages, and among others perfected himself in English: 
learning to read and enjoy tlie works of Milton, Shakespeare, and the 
painter Richardson, in their native tongue. 

It is told of him that at college he was very satirical, and students 
at the Royal Academy during his keepership will remember that this 
satirical temper never left him. After passing the prescribed time at 
college, FuseU fulfilled the wishes of his father, and in 1761, together 
with his friend Lavater, entered into holy orders, and he preached his 
first sermon before the literati of Zurich, from the query of the 
pliilosophers of Athens when Paul preached in die Areopagus: 
‘What will this babbler say?’ Wc are told that his discourses, though 
appreciated by the learned, were caviare to the multitude. He might, 
however, have continued in die duties of the holy office, and been 
lost to the world of art, had not his strong sense of justice united him 
with Lavater in exposing the land-bailiff, or ruling magistrate of the 
canton, who had been guilty of peculation and injustice. For a time 
the two friends triumphandy succeeded, but in the end, the powerful 
family coimections of the magistrate made Zurich too hot for the 
young divine, and in 1763 he was advised, for a while at least, to quit 
the town. He spent some time in visiting various German cities, and 
at Berlin began his art career, but was eventually induced to visit 
England with a view of establishing a channel of Hterary communica- 
tion between Germany, Switzerland, and our own country. He left 
Berlin for London in 1765, with the British Minister, Sir Andrew 
Mitchell, who introduced him here to several persons, among others 
to Mr, Coutts, the banker, for whom he afterwards painted several 
pictures, and whose friendship he maintained through life. 

At first he was employed in literary labour — translating works from 
the French, German and Itahan; occasionally varying diis drudgery by 
designing book-illustrations for novels. At the end of 1766, an offer 
too advantageous to be rejected, was made to Fuseli to travel as tutor 
to Viscount Chewton, son of the Earl of Waldegrave, an office for 
which his independent manner and irritable temper particularly dis- 
qualified him. We cannot, therefore, wonder that, having accepted it, 
he managed to quarrel with, and even to strike, his pupil, whom he 
left in France, ‘determining’, he said, ‘to be a bear-leader no longer’. 
On his return to England in 1767 he sought an introduction to Sir 
Joshua Reynolds, in order to obtain his advice in the prosecution of 
his plan of making the fine arts his future profession. 
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The great portrait painter received Fuseli with his usual urbanity, 
and seemed much struck with the originality and style of the designs he 
exhibited to him. Reynolds further encouraged him on seeing his first 
work— Interpreting the Dreams of Pharaoh’s Chief Buder and 
Chief Baker’ — by saying that ‘he might, if he would, be a colourist as 
well as a draughtsman’. Looking at the quality of tone and disposition 
of colour in many of his works, there seems to have been some ground 
for the president’s judgement; but Fuseli had had no proper education 
in art; he was too impatient to go through the trials of processes and 
modes of execution, which Reynolds himself was continually making; 
he was satisfied hj feeling outwhzt he wanted in colour and ejBfect by 
the easiest means that would give him present satisfection; and this re- 
sulted not only in his not attaining to the rank of a colourist, but in the 
early and total destruction of many of his pictures. His biographer, 
Knowles, tells us that ‘until he was twenty-five years of age, he had 
never used oil-colours, and he was so inattentive to these materials that 
during his life he took no pains in their choice or manipulation. To set 
a palette, as artists usually do, was with him out of the question; he used 
many of his colours in a dry powdered state, and rubbed them up with 
Im pencil only, sometimes in oil alone, which he used largely, at others 
wii an addition of a Htde spirit of turpentine, and not unfirequently 
in gold size.’ How could such carelessness result in anything but pre- 
mature decay? 

Having determined at last to adopt painting as a profession, Fuseli, 
now nearly twenty-nine years of age, turned his thoughts towards 
Italy. He was at this time neither a draughtsman nor a painter, and had 
attained an age when it is difficult to sit down to that dry elementary 
study which is so necessary in order to obtain executive power. He 
arrived in Rome early in the spring of 1770, and shordy afterwards 
changed the speUmg of his name fiom Fiissli to Fuseli, to acconamo- 
date it to the Italian pronunciation. "While in Italy he seems to have 
made earnest study of the antique and the works of Michelangelo. 
We do not hear that he drew much; we are told that he made no 
copies, and that while he sometimes attended in the school of the living 
model, he was averse to dissecting. 

Thus Fuseli never had the advantage of academic training; and 
though he appears to have been absorbed in the works of Michel- 
angelo, he much needed that elementary training which had led 
Michelangelo into the full power of expressing his noble thoughts. 
Grand in invention, revelling in the mystic and terrible, and with a 
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wild energy of action that defies the charge of being theatrical, 
bordering as it does on the fearful; having indeed a formed and 
marked style, he yet entirely fails to satisfy us. He has no refinement 
nor accuracy of drawing, many of his attitudes are impossible; his 
females are somewhat more than masculmc, they are absolutely 
coarse and at times disgusting; while, as has already been said, his 
entire want of knowledge of the elementary laws of colouring and 
processes of painting, not only hindered him from developing his 
innate sense of colour, but from the imperfect methods he resorted to, 
have left us too often to contemplate fading ghosts and moribund 
canvases. The only thing that can be said on the other side is, would 
not a sound elementary education have tamed down his originality and 
poetic feeling, while giving him tie language in which to express it? 

Fuseli remained in Italy until the autumn of 1778, having passed 
more than eight years in Rome and the other Italian cities. During his 
stay he had sent two pictures to the Royal Academy, but of his other 
labours we arc less informed. If he was imable to profit by the purity 
and refinement of Raphael, of whom Fuseli himself said that ‘pro- 
priety rocked his cradle’, he imbibed so much of the feeling and power 
of Buonarotti that we may boldly say no painter, before or since, has 
entered in die same degree into die spirit of that master. On his way 
back to this country, he made a stay of some mondis in his native city, 
painting various pictures, among others, ‘The Confederacy of the 
Founders of Flclvetian Liberty’, which he gave to the senate-house at 
Zurich, where it is still preserved. His father had at this time an 
opportunity of seeing the works of his painter son, and was able to 
estimate, and take delight in, the talents which were shortly to place 
him high in the rank of modem artists. 

On Fuseli’s arrival in London, he took a part of the house of John 
Cartwright, a painter, whom he had known in Rome, and who now 
resided in St. Martin’s Lane, and began to labour diligently on poetic 
subjects; sending three pictures to the exhibition in 1870; and in 1872, 
a work called ‘The Nightmare’,^ which by repetitions and engravings 
soon became very popular, and was engraved for and published by 
J. R. Smith, who allowed that he made a profit of ;£500 by the 
speculation, Fuseli himself having only received ^20 for the picture. 

In 1786, Alderman Boydell’s scheme for obtaining a series of pic- 
tures from the plays of Shakespeare, to be engraved for publication, 
was set on foot, and Fuseli was one of those whose assistance was 
^ Professor Paul Gajaz, Basle. 
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considered of the first importance. He entered zealously into the* 
project. He painted eight large and one small picture for this series, 
among them some of his finest works. 

While these pictures were in hand, and Fuseli’s pencil in full 
operation, he married Miss Rawlins of Bath Easton, and it is said that 
prudential motives, viz. the certainty in case of his death of a small 
provision for his widow, induced him to overcome his objections to 
such institutions, and to become a candidate for membership in the 
Royal Academy. Whether this was really the caiise, or whether, as 
we believe, he had worthier and better motives, he put down his 
name and was elected an associate in the autumn of 1788, and in 1790, 
a full member of the Royal Academy. On the occasion of his election 
a disagreement arose, which resulted in the temporary resignation of 
the presidentship by Sir Joshua Reynolds, and had nearly ended in his 
final retirement. 

Shortly after, on the completion of the Boydell pictures, Fuseli was 
led to project a work of his own. When his scheme was matured it took 
the shape of a gallery of illustrations of Ahlton. He determined to paint 
a series of pictures fbom our great epic poet, and to exhibit them to- 
gether for his own benefit. He had saved a htde money from the com- 
pletion of his engagements with Boydell, which gave him the means 
of proceeding some lengths with the task he undertook; and when this 
was exhausted, six of his fiiends came forward hberally to assist hiTn by 
advancing money for his support until the pictures he purposed to 
paint for his exhibition were completed; besides which, one or two of 
them made him handsome donations in aid of his attempt. 

Forty pictures of the most lofty range as to subject, and some of 
them on canvases of the grandest scale, were opened to the pubhc in 
the rooms in Pall Mall previously occupied by the Royal Academy. 
The exhibition, alas! in the first season did not pay its expenses. StiH 
hoping against hope, the persevering painter completed during the 
recess six additional works, and re-opened in the spring of 1800 with 
forty-six pictures, the Academy leading off with a public dinner in 
the room, to endeavour to awaken attention to this great effort of 
genius. The painter tells us he ‘had much mouth-honour’ on the 
occasion, but the pubhc did not respond; this season was as unpro- 
ductive as the former one had been, and at the end of four months 
Fuseh closed the exhibition, rather than carry it on at a loss. 

It is sad to have to record the utter failure of a scheme that had so 
long occupied the mmd and hand of a man of true genius; but FuseH’s 
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pictures were not of a nature to appeal to the eye, but to the mind of 
the public; and mind is much wanted in common sightseers. This 
Fuseh found when questioned by one of the visitors to his gallery who 
did not know him. ‘Pray, sir, what is that picture Tt is the bridging 
of Chaos; the subject from Milton.* ‘No wonder,* said the questioner, 
T did not know it, for I never read Milton, but I will.* ‘I advise you 
not,* said Fuseli; ‘for you will find it a d — d tough job,’ 

Meanwhile, Fuseli had been elected professor of pamting, for which 
his knowledge and classical attainments so well fitted him, and in 
i8oi he delivered his first course of lectures to the students of the 
Royal Academy. In 1804, on the death of Wilton, he was appointed 
to the kcepership, and resigned the lectureship, which John Opie, 
and on his death Henry Tresham, was elected to fill: but Tresham in 
the end declined, on the plea of indisposition, and FuseH was re-elected, 
and held the keepership, with the ojffice of professor of pamting, 
during the remainder of his life. For more than twenty years he filled 
these offices, with satisfaction to himself and credit to the institution. 
When we recollect the great men who were formed wholly or partly 
during his keepership, we may estimate the influence he had on those 
around him. Among these, Hilton, Wilkie, Etty, Mulready, Haydon, 
Leslie, Jackson, Ross, Landseer and Easdake arc sure evidence of the 
sound training obtained in the Royal Academy while Fuseli was the 
keeper. He continued to paint, if with less ardour than formerly, until 
the last days of his Hfe. Just before his final illness he had sent two 
pictures to die Academy for exhibition, one of them in an unfinished 
state, hoping to have time to glaze and tone it during the varnishing 
days; and he was employed just previous to his death on a scene from 
King John, which was nearly completed when he died. He was seized 
with his last illness while on a visit at the house of the Countess of 
Guildford, at Putney, and he died dierc on 16 April 1825. 

Fuseli certainly derived more from Michelangelo than others of our 
British painters who have made the Sistinc Chapel their study — more 
of the terrible and grand, more of that largeness of treatment and 
noble simpHcity that lifts us out of and above common nature. His 
figures are never tame; mdeed, they are too apt to err on the side of 
violent and overstrained action. Such actions, however, rarely offend 
us; rarely give the feeling of being vulgar or theatrical, and sometimes 
they are truly grand. 

With much that is noble and dignified in style, Fuseli adopted 
from the great Florentine much that is mere manner — ^much that is 
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conveutional and untrue. Such as forced muscularity both in his male 
and female figures, disproportionate extremities, limbs far beyond 
Nature’s length, and draperies that are no draperies, fitted tight to dis- 
play the form. In some of his figures Michelangelo bent the hand un- 
naturally at the wrist, with a strong action of die index finger. Fuseli 
adopted this, and used it so firequendy that it is one of the characteristics 
of his figures, Fuseh’s figures too, whether classic, Scandinavian or 
mediaeval, are ever of the same race — ^have the same individuahty, and, 
from this seldom having recourse to Nature, the heads have a likeness 
and character in common. But then the painter is never commonplace; 
he always carries us away with him into a poetic region of his own — 
a region apart firom the everyday world we live in; and if we cannot 
agree that it is the same that Shakespeare or Milton would picture to 
us, it is at least a dream-land in whidh we awaken to sublime thoughts 
and curious pleasures too often wanting in the works of those who 
are more literal or more faithful to their text. 

FuseU was quite indifferent to propriety of costume, treating ages 
and countries far separated in the same draperies, classic and modem 
alike. Partly firom the failure of his works — many of which have gone 
wholly to decay — and pardy firom their size, which has confined them 
to the walls they origii^y occupied, Fuseh is better known in the 
present day by engravings firom his pictures than by the pictures 
themselves. Turning over the pages of Boydell, he stands apart firom 
aU the other illustrators. His bold energetic style, the wildness and 
originahty of his inventions, were fitted to take great hold of the 
imagination of the yoimg, and there is no doubt that he had great 
influence over the minds of the students of his day. They liked the 
man; and even the sharp, bitter sarcasms with which he at times 
reproved them were forgotten as soon as uttered, since at heart he 
was kindly, and wished them well, and treated their wild pranks as 
the boisterous fun of boys, which it is better should find vent than 
be repressed. 



CHAPTER X 


THE SUCCESSORS OF REYNOLDS 

The first successor to Reynolds in priority of date was Nathamel 
Dance, RA., who is best blown in art by this name, though he after- 
wards became Sir Nathamel Holland, Bart. He was tlie son of the 
city surveyor, and was bom in London in 1734. He began the study 
of art under Frank Hayman, and sought to improve himself in Italy. 
Here he remained eight or nine years, and travelled with the fair 
paintress, Angelica Kaufiinann, with whom gossip said he was hope- 
lessly in love. On his return to England he distinguished himself by 
his portraits and as a liistory painter, exhibiting a ‘Death of Virginia’ 
with the Society of Artists in 1761. Among his paintings may be 
mentioned ‘Garrick as Richard III’, ‘Timon of Athens’, in the Royal 
Collection, ‘ Captain Cook*, at Greenwich Hospital, and at Up-Park, 
Sussex, fine full-lengtlis of George III and his young Queen. Dance’s 
portraits were carefully and solidly painted, well drawn, and passable 
m colour. Northcote says, ‘He drew die figure well, gave a strong 
likeness and certain studied air to aU his portraits; yet diey were so 
sdflf and forced that they seemed as if just out of a vice*. His works, 
however, held a place in art which entides them at least to brief 
mention. He was one of the original members of the Royal Academy, 
and resigned his diploma in 1790, on his marriage widi a widow lady 
of large property. He afterwards took the name of Holland, was 
created a baronet in 1800, and for many years represented the borough 
of East Grmstead in Parliament. He virtually quitted his profession 
when he left the Academy, but he afterwards exhibited some land- 
scapes which showed great ability. 

James Northcote, RA,, fills a much larger space in the history of art. 
He was the son of a watchmaker at Plymouth, where he was bom 
22 October 1746, and though he showed an early attachment to art, 
was, by his prudent father, bound his apprentice and learnt his trade. 
During the long seven years of his apprenticeship he gave his spare 
time to drawing and, on dieir termination, devoted liimself wholly 
to art. He began by portrait painting, and contrived so far to make 
his art known in Plymouth as to gain the notice of Dr. John Mudge, 
and, through him, an introduction to Sir Joshua Reynolds. This was, 
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probably, the turning-point in his fortunes. He became the pupil of 
Reynolds, was admitted not only to his studio, but into his house, and 
was fortunate in gaining the friendship of the painter, whom he 
reverenced. During a second apprenticeship of five years as the pupil 
of Reynolds, he had full opportunity of acquiring the technical 
knowledge he must have so greatly needed. He stood beside Reynolds 
before his easel; he enjoyed free converse with him; he saw his works 
in aU stages; he assisted in their progress, laying in draperies, painting 
backgrounds and accessories, and forwarding the numerous duplicates 
and copies required of such a master, and he shared the usual means of 
advancement and study enjoyed by Reynoldses pupils; at the same 
time he did not neglect the essential study of the figure at the Royal 
Academy. In 1775 he had completed his engagement. He was in his 
twenty-ninth year, and thought the time had arrived when his 
pupilage should finish, and so did Reynolds. They parted with mutual 
regret, and Northcote returned to Devonshire, where, by portrait 
painting, he soon made a little pune, and resolved to visit Italy for 
his further improvement. 

In March 1777 he set out alone and, as he tells us, travelled from 
Lyons to Genoa, from Genoa to Rome, without speaking a word of 
the language. With his incentives to work, we cannot doubt that he 
made good use of his time. He spent three years in Italy, visiting the 
cities distinguished as the seats of art, but passing the greater part of 
the time at Rome. Following the teaching of Reynolds, he studied 
Michelangelo, Raphael and especially Titian. His powers were 
recognized by his election into the Academies of Florence, Cortona 
and Rome, and with this prestige he returned homeward, studying 
the great Dutch and Flemish collections on his way, and arrived in 
London in May 1780. 

Northcotc’s first resource on his return was portraiture. He visited 
his native county, where his reputation or his connexions attracted 
some sitters, and finally settled in London. In 1781 we find him at 
No. 2 Old Bond Street, and contributing two portraits of ‘Naval 
Officers' to the Royal Academy. 

• In 1783, for the first time, he exhibited subject-pictures, homely 
and not of a very elevated class, such as ‘Beggars and Dancing 
Dogs', ‘Hobnelia, from Gay’s Shepherd’s Week’, and ‘The Village 
Doctress’, etc. They do not afford much promise. With some 
character, and in his females some beauty, there was an absence of 
grace and taste; a pervading commonness, the drawing stiff, and the 
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figures without a sense of motion. Meanwhile he had many sitters, 
and was making a little harvest in portraiture. 

Northcote was ambitious—his aim was, ‘from the first, historic 
art; but it seems at least doubtful whedier he would have reached his 
ideal goal, had he not been opportunely favoured by fortime, for he 
was settling into a painter of domestic scenes, when Alderman Boydell 
broached his great scheme of the Shakespeare Gallery. Here was die 
opportunity Northcote wanted. He engaged eamesdy in the work, 
and finding a higher impulse with die higher aim, he was stimulated 
to excel. Takmg diem in the order of exhibition, his first truly historic 
work was, in 1786, ‘King Edward V, and his Brother Richard, Duke 
of York, Murdered in the Tower by Order of Richard III* (from 
Shakespeare’s Richard HI, Act iv, scene 3). In his picture the children 
arc truly babes of six or seven years old; the Duke of York having far 
more the appearance of a girl than of a boy. The painter had not yet 
got quite clear of pretty and domestic art, and the children seem 
rather the petted darlmgs of the day than the sad youths who had 
wept together, parted from modicr and sister within a prison’s walls. 
The painter seems to have learnt his error as to the age of the princes, 
for in the subsequent picture of ‘The Burial’, the bodies that are being 
let down into the hole at the stair-foot are full ten years older than 
those who were slain. Judging from the engraving, there is far too 
strong an expression of hate in the armed rdfian, who is about to 
blot out the life of the princes, as though they were some personal 
enemies or disgusting reptiles, while no doubt he was only fulfilling 
his mission for mere gold or gain. 

The work, however, must have been successful in the eyes of his 
brother artists, since we find that in 1787 Northcote is entered in the 
Royal Academy catalogue as R.A. elect. He must, therefore, have 
been chosen an associate in November 1786, and an academician in 
February 1787. He justified the choice of the members by exhibiting 
his great work of the death of Wat Tyler. It is a picture of much merit, 
though, as is not unfrequent in his works, it is built on tlie com- 
position of another. In this case, the motive has been one of the 
‘Conversions of St. Paul’ by Rubens, in which a rearing horse 
throwing his smitten rider is recalled to us by that of ‘Wat Tyler’, 
while the horse of his assailant, also rearing, is like the horse of 
Rubens* standard-bearer. 

In the year that Northcote exhibited this picture, Opic exhibited 
his large and, in many respects, most important picture of ‘The 
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Assassination of David Rizzio’. There are some curious coincidences 
relating to these works of the two painters. Northcote, as we have 
just said, had this year attained the full honours of the R.A,, obtaining 
both steps within a year. The same had been the case with Opie, who 
steps at once from plain John Opie, of last year s catalogue, to John 
Opie, R.A., in this. The two pictures were painted, no doubt, in 
rivalry for these honours, exhibited in the same exhibition, and have 
found a final resting-place together. They both belong to the same 
great Corporation, and hang in the same room of their Guildhall in 
London. 

In the following years he only occasionally exhibited at the Royal 
Academy, and mostly portraits. He was diligendy at work for 
Boydelfs Gallery, for which he painted in all nine pictures: ‘Meeting 
of the Young Princes’ {Richard III, Act iii, scene i), then ‘Romeo and 
Juliet*, ‘The Death of Mortimer*, ‘The Burial of the Princes in the 
Tower*, etc. 

The faults of Northcote in th^e pictures are equally the faults of 
the other artists of his day. The first thing that strikes us is the want of 
proper consideration of his subject. We are told by one of his con- 
temporaries that of studies prior to commencing his pictures he made 
few or none — that the scheme of his work was litde considered ere he 
began on his canvas. This he may have learnt from Reynolds, whose 
habit, we know from many incidents, it also was. Hence in some 
works, figures have no groimd plane on which they can stand; in 
others the space is empty, or unmeaiimg figures have been added 
unnecessarily to fill up the canvas. Character he studied but litde, and 
seems to have given as litde attention to obtaining suitable models 
for his work, the same head doing service on many figures in the same 
picture; nor does the work ever carry us back into the period it 
represents. The hght and shade is generally extremely conventional 
and often untrue. To show that he could paint flesh, he gives us too 
many bare arms and legs in his costume pictures; thus one of the 
figures lowering the young princes into their untimely grave has his 
head, body and upper limbs in full armour, while his legs are bare and 
his feet completely naked. This want of due consideration Before 
commencing the work also causes much of the wretched executive of 
the pictures of the time. Instead of that careful preparation of the 
ground — that washing and minute grinding of each separate pigment 
under the eye of the master — ^that attention to dead colouring, with 
a view to second colouring and glazing, to the purity and fitness of 
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the vehicle, and its complete admixture widi the whole of the pig- 
ments of the palette, which was not only a tradition of the studios of 
the old masters, but a faith handed down from each to his successors, 
resulting in a practice which gave even bad pictures of their schools 
a preciousness of workmanship and translucent beauty. The artists 
after Reynolds were like flies in a honey-pot, entangled with viscid 
and sticky paint, plastering it on to the canvas to endeavour to reach 
at once what was before them; some portions of the pigment as it 
came from the bladder, some fluent with an overdose of magylph or 
asphaltum; losing their ground, and careless of renewing it, painting 
in and painting out witli the most perfect indifference, the result being 
that such pictures have perished almost in the painting, and are now 
sad wrecks indeed — or if otherwise have none of the qualities described 
above, which are to be found even in the poorest pictures of a past 
age. Frequent instances of the faulty indifference to processes of 
painting have been given in our work, and we feel that they cannot 
be too often repeated if the works of our day are to remain to show 
posterity the talent of their predecessors, instead of needing an 
apology almost before leaving the easel. 

It is curious, in looking over the series of pictures painted at this 
period and published by Boydcll, to note not the inaccuracies so 
much as the glaring inconsistencies of costume which pervade them 
all. As the landscape painters of those days enjoyed a painter’s tree, 
that flourished in all landscapes and for all foliage, so the figure 
painters seem to have had a costume equally applicable to all persons, 
all periods, and all countries; the nobles of Bohemia being dressed in 
trunkhose, and armed like the men of Britain with the patched 
armour of the kingdom and the commonwealth. Another peculiarity 
is that in the hands of some of the Shakespeare illustrators, the armour 
fits like the most pliant leather, and bends where there are no joints, 
to suit the artist’s drawing; while in others, as in Opie’s ‘Winter’s 
Tale’, it is so extra rigid that the figure looks as if motion were im- 
possible. In some of the pictures it is evident that tlie painter could 
never have read the passage he has illustrated, 

W« must recollect, however, that paintings, up to this time, 
abounded in anachronisms, and that Rubens, in some sense the father 
of our school, was guilty of equally flagrant absurdities. Nor had 
there been any attention given at the theatre to proprieties of scenery 
-or costume, while works of reference or authority on such matters 
were rare, and the opportunity of consulting them very limited. 
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After all, there may be a question of how far the effort after exact 
costume is to be carried, since it may be made to cramp and confine 
the genius of the artist, and lead him to sacrifice the highest qualities 
of his art, to become a mere ‘property man’. No doubt it gready 
depends on the nature of the subject, and the imphed intention of the 
work. When Reynolds paints three ladies in a semi-exact costume of 
his own time as the ‘Graces sacrificing to Hymen’, and weaving 
wreaths of roses round a classic term, we accept it with pleasure, as 
we do the royal shepherds and shepherdesses in Watteau’s Pastorals, 
as a pleasing masque or fancy tableau; but we can far less tolerate 
history dressed in the false millinery of Matthew WiQiam Peters or 
Henry Tresham. Again, in the noble idylls of Michelangelo, we are 
satisfied with portions of dress that fit as though they were the skin 
without folds, and serve to remove the sense of nudity in ideal beings. 
But the same treatment is more questionable in FuseU or Richard 
W estall, when dealing with the nearer realities of Macbeth or Hotspur. 

But to return to Northcote, his pencil in these days was tolerably 
prolific; while engaged on the Boydell pictures he found time to ' 
attempt another series, in which the artist was to invent the story 
as well as to paint it. The subjects are of a lower class than those we 
have described, but in addition to his pecuniary interest he intended 
them to aid the cause of morality. He painted ten pictures to contrast 
the progress of the diligent and the dissipated, by the example, as he 
describes, ‘of two female servants who are supposed to hve in the 
house of a young unmarried man of fortune. One acts uniformly 
from motives of prudence, dehcacy and virtue; the other is careless, 
dissipated and inclined to immoral gratifications.’ 

Northcote was successful as a painter of animals, and introduced 
them skilfully into his pictures, though they are rather too melo- 
dramatic; this fault is apparent in his ‘Angel opposing Balaam’, 
painted for Macklin’s Bible. Of this picture Fuseh said, bearing 
testimony to the delineation of the animal: ‘Northcote, you are an 
angel at an ass; but an ass at an angel’; and truly his angel is a fine 
broad-shouldered corporeal reality. 

Admitted at the commencement of his career to the home and 
intimacy of Reynolds, Northcote became at its latter end the deposi- 
tory of the art-lore of nearly two generations; and, without any 
pretensions to authorship on the score of education, a writer on art. 
But like his great master, his writings have been so largely attributed 
to the assistance of others that their true merits have, we t hin k 
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unjustly, been denied to him. He was unquestionably a man of marked 
natural abilities — observant in all that related to his art — ^reflective 
by habit — and competent to express his ideas clearly, whether orally 
or with his pen. 

With some other papers of less importance, he also contributed 
The History of a Slighted Beauty^ under which name he allegorically 
describes the birth of the fine arts, their progress through Europe, and 
arrival in this country; an ingenious conceit very well and amusingly 
written, and extending into three numbers of The Artist. In 1813, 
Northcote published his Life of Sir Joshua Reynolds^ which he revised 
and enlarged in 1819. He says in his preface: ‘It is my fixed opinion 
that if ever there should appear in the world a memoir of an artist 
well given, it will be the production of an artist^; a remark which 
to a great extent is borne out by his own work, for its merits are 
precisely those which his professional knowledge of art has given 
to It. His Fables (original and selected) were pardy written by him- 
self, his own being distinguished by his initials, which, we beUeve, 
are confined to the prose fables. Though without claim to much 
originality, they arc tersely and well written. 

It was Northcote's habit to take an early walk, then to breakfast, 
and afterwards to enter his studio. He was distinguished for his 
conversational powers; and it was his practice to admit his visitors 
to his painting-room, so that about eleven o^clock in the forenoon, 
unless he had a sitter, a sort of levee commenced, and it seldom 
happened tliat he remained long alone— he talked over his work till 
liis dmner-hour, freely discussing any subject which arose with great 
sagacity, acuteness, and information, always maintaining his opinions. 

We learn from all accounts of him that Northcote had the character 
of independent self-assertion, and diat he did not abstain from 
cynical remarks. He says of himself, ‘I am sometimes thought 
cold and cynical’. We add a personal description of Northcote, who 
is dius painted by C. R. Leshe, R.A., in 1821: Tt is the etiquette for a 
newly elected member to call immediately on all the Academicians, 
and I did not omit paying my respects to Northcote among the 
rest, although I knew he was not on good terms with the Academy. 
I was shown upstairs into a large front room filled with pictures, 
many of the larger ones resting against each other, and all of them 
dim with dust. I had not waited long when a door opened which 
communicated with his painting-room, and the old gentleman 
appeared, but did not advance beyond it. His diminutive figure was 
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enveloped in a chintz dressing-gown, below which his trousers, 
which looked as if made for a much taller man, hung in loose folds 
over an immense pair of shoes, into which his legs seemed to have 
shrunk down. His head was covered with a blue silk night-cap, and 
from under that and his projecting brows, his sharp black eyes 
peered at me with a whimsical expression of inquiry. There he stood, 
with his palette and brushes in one hand, and a mahl-stick, twice 
as long as himself, in the other; his attitude and look saying, for he 
did not speak, “What do you want?” ’ 

From what is known of the character of Northcote we are far from 
deeming him the heardess cynic which he has been represented. He 
was benevolent to those who applied to him for assistance, and cour- 
teous to the young artist who sought his advice. He was temperate 
and just, and his prudence enabled him to secure independence. 
Northcote never married. His long life was devoted entirely to the 
enthusiastic pursuit of his profession, and was quiedy terminated 
23 July 1831 in his eighty-sixth year. 

John Ope, RA., was in his art-relations the twin brother of 
Northcote, occupying the same place both in portrait and history. He 
was bom at St. Agnes, near Truro, in May 1761 ; the son and grandson 
of the village carpenters, respectable men, who intended that he 
should succeed to the family trade, but his genius led him in another 
course. He was early remarkable for the strength of his understanding 
and the readiness with which he acquired all that the village school 
could offer. At ten years of age he was not only able to solve many 
difficult problems of Euclid, but was thought capable of instructing 
others; and at twelve he set up an evemng school, where he taught 
scholars of twice his own age. He early showed an attachment to 
drawing, and gave evidence of his inclination, which his mother 
secredy encouraged. His father checked such attempts, since they led 
him aside from the trade he had chosen for him; but gradually the 
boy’s strong inclination prevailed, and he was left to practise openly 
the pursuit he had secredy followed. He had already made sufficient 
progress to get some country employment in portrait painting, and 
had been commissioned by Lord Bateman to paint some rustic sub- 
jects, when he fell under the notice of Dr. Wolcot, known as Peter 
Pindar, who was then trying to establish himself in practice at Truro. 

The painter and die doctor later on entered into a sort of partner- 
ship, though we find that Opie did not come to London until 1780, 
and that he dissolved the unsatisfactory connection within a year. 
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Wolcot’s trumpet though must have been blown to announce his 
expected arrival, and had evidently made an impression on the 
painters, whatever it did on the public. Northcote was absent in 
Italy when Opie arrived in London; he returned in May 1780 and, as 
Leshe relates, called on Reynolds inmicdiately, who said to him: 
‘Ah, my dear sir, you may go back; there is a wondrous Comishman 
who is carrying all before liim.’ ‘What is he like?' said Northcote 
eagerly. ‘Like? Why, like Caravaggio and Velasquez in one.' Poor 
Northcote was alarmed at tlic prospect of such a rival; but he tli ought 
it best to strike up a friendslhp widi him at once, and friends they 
were, said Leslie, as long as Opie lived: such great friends, apparendy, 
that Lonsdale, the painter, feared to announce Opie’s death to North- 
cote, lest the shock should be too much for him. When he did teU 
him, however, Northcote said, ‘Well, well, it's a very sad event; 
but I must confess it takes a great stumbling-block out of my way, 
for I never could succeed where Opie did.' 

Notwithstanding this htde touch of worldliness, and the fashion 
to represent the rivalry of the two men as extreme, wc do not 
believe that it was any bar to their friendship, or exceeded that 
natural feeling which would exist between those advancing by the 
same path, where each must strive to be first. Wc do not find the 
least trace of bitterness in Amelia Opic's letters, where, if any existed, 
it would surely have found expression; but we sec, on the contrary, 
that Northcote, of whom she speaks ‘as this queer litde being' and 
‘the litde man', was evidently on terms of faimliar intimacy with 
her and her husband. If any such feelings had a momentary ex- 
pression, as might be assumed from Northcote’s words, it was surely 
not deep-seated. 

Soon after Opic's arrival in London, he married his first wife, 
who was reputed to have possessed some property, but about whom 
htde is known. The union was not a happy one, and was dissolved 
by the lady's misconduct in 1795. His second wife tells us that ‘ passing 
St. Giles's Church in company wida a gendeman of avowedly sceptical 
opinions, Mr. Opie said, “1 was married in diat church" (alludmg to 
his first marriage); “And I,” replied his companion, “was christened 
there." “Indeed," answered Opie. “It seems they do not do their 
work well there, for it docs not hold." ' 

Opie had for a time sufficient employment as a portrait-painter, 
varied occasionally by single figures — ^pictures midway between sub- 
jects and portraiture. The first time his name appears as an exhibitor 
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at the Royal Academy is in 1782; his contributions being ‘An Old 
Man’s Head’ and ‘An Old Woman’. In 1783 he exhibited two 
fancy subjects, together with three portraits. In 1786 he sent seven 
pictures to the Royal Academy, one of them ‘James I of Scotland 
Assassinated by Graham at the Instigation of his Uncle, the Duke of 
Athol’,’- together with ‘A Sleeping Nymph’, ‘Cupid Stealing a 
Euss*, and five portraits. These were followed in 1787 by ‘The 
Assassination of David Rizzio’, which won the painter his election, 
not only as an associate, but in the following spring as a full member 
of the Royal Academy, as we have related in our account of Nordicote. 

This shows a rapid advance in the short space of five years, for one 
whose education in art must have been carried on apart firom the 
companionship of artists, and with the very limited opportunities 
that so distant a county as Cornwall could in that age supply. It is 
true that his methods are rude, and his execution the most common 
and unsatisfactory possible; but the feeling of vigour and power they 
display makes us overlook many of their defects, and we tolerate his 
works when not brought under too close inspection; but when 
weighed as to their real merits and defects, they are at times sadly 
wanting in many qualities. 

‘The Murder of Rizzio’ is an example of Opie’s coarse and 
slovenly execution; it is in a sad state of dilapidation from the painter’s 
want of knowledge, or his carelessness and indifierence to means and 
method; but it may be referred to as a proof of Opie’s power in the 
real qualities of art. It is a vigorous work, and shows how little he 
was disposed to shirk difficulties in his practice. The composition is 
rudely energetic, the figures in violent action*' Rizzio, the principal 
figure, falling backwards out of the picture, smitten down by the 
sword of the ruthless Ruthven, is a strong example of a dfficulty 
overcome, and so is the queen, rushing forward to interpose herself 
between the assassin and his victim, but restrained by the fierce grasp 
of Douglas: a group which perhaps suggested Fuseli’s ‘Hamlet Held 
Back by Horatio firom Following his Father’s Ghost’. The hght and 
dark of the picture is too pronounced, probably from the failure of 
the darks, which have become black, and this shows as a great defect, 
bringing lines into prominence which no doubt were more subdued 
when the picture left the painter’s studio. 

Martin Archer Shee, wntmg in 1789, thus describes our painter: ‘I 
have been introduced to Mr. Opie, who is in manners and appearance 
^ Guildhall, Loudon. ' ' * 
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as great a down and as stupid a looking fellow as ever I set my eyes 
on. Nothing but incontrovertible proof of the fact would force me to 
think him capable of anything above the sphere of a journeyman 
carpenter, so litde, in this instance, has Nature proportioned exterior 
grace to inward worth. I intend calling upon him occasionally; for I 
know him to be a good painter, and though appearances are so much 
against him, he is, I am told, a most sensible and learned man.’ 

This description, however, though no doubt Shoe’s honest im- 
pression of the man, differs totally from Opie’s fine portrait painted 
by himself, now in the Royal Academy, in which there is a look of 
self-dependence, of decision and intellect curiously agreeing with the 
square vigorous handling of the work, and far removed from clownish 
stupidity, or even from the inspiration of a mere peasant. Indeed, 
however obtained, his knowledge seems to have greatly impressed 
literary men well qualified to judge. Home Tooke, who sat to Opie, 
said of him, ‘Mr. Opie crowds more wisdom into a few words than 
almost any man I ever knew, he speaks as it were in axioms, and what 
he observes is worthy to be remembered’; and Sir James Macintosh 
remarked that, ‘had Mr. Opie turned his mind to the study of 
philosophy, he would have been one of the first philosophers of 
the age,’ adding, ‘had he written on the subject, he would have 
thrown more light on the philosophy of his art than any man living,’ 

Soon after Opie’s election to the Academy, he was engaged by 
Boydell to take part in his great series of Shakespeare Illustrations, 
for which he painted five pictures. There is a marked advance as 
Opie progresses in these works; the first is an inferior picture to the 
‘Rizzio’, the compo«ition is scattered and ill arranged, the story 
not well told, the figures want individual character, and do not 
seem as if painted from the life. The draperies not only have no 
character of antiquity and are wholly incorrect, but they are arranged 
and thrown without taste, and look as if hung on a peg or a lay 
figure, but each succeeding picture is an improvement. They impress 
us with a sense of rude power and genius, and contrast finely with 
the feeble inanities of many of his contemporaries engaged on the 
same series. 

When Boydell’s work was ended, Opie had to recur to portraiture 
as his chief means of support, occasionally painting and exhibiting 
subject pictures. His sitters introduced him into society at Norwich, 
and on the occasion of an evening party he saw for the first time Miss 
Aldcrson, the daughter of a physician in that city, who afterwards 
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became tbe second Ivlrs. Opie. Their meeting has been dcscnbed 
by Miss Brightwell, her biographer, who tells us that, Opie being at 
a party where Aliss Alderson was expected as one of the guests, she 
did not make her appearance until a late hour.^ At length the door 
was flung open, and the lady entered in a garb far different to that 
she assumed later in life. She was ' dressed in a robe of blue, her neck 
and arms bare; and on her head a small bonnet, placed in a somewhat 
coquettish style, sideways, and surmoimted by a plume of three 
white feathers. Her beautiful hair hung in rich waving tresses over her 
shoulders; her face was kindling with pleasure at the sight of her 
old friends; and her whole appearance was ammated and glowing.’ 
Opie was at the time in conversation with the host, who had been 
anxiously expecting her; and suddenly interrupted it by the ex- 
clamation, ‘Who is that? who is she?’ and hastily rising, pressed 
forward to be introduced. He was evidently smitten, charmed — as 
was characteristic of his impulsive nature — at the first sight. Mrs. 
Opie said of this meeting: ‘Almost from my j&rst arrival Mr. Opie 
became my avowed lover*. She vowed that his chances of success 
were but one in a thousand; but he persevered. He knew his own 
mind, and persuaded her at length, during a stay in London, that he 
had read her heart. So she went home again to Norwich, to think 
of the future, and to prepare for it. They were married in 1798, and 
his wife said that ‘he found it necessary ... to make himself popular 
as a portrait-painter, and in that productive and difficult branch of 
the art of female portraiture*. For this we should have thought his 
art, from its rude strength, particularly unfitted him; yet on examin- 
ing the catalogues, we find that nearly half of his sitters were ladies. 

We find from his wife’s memoirs of him that the first years of 
their married life were not without anxieties. She says that his 
‘picture in the Exhibition of 1801 . . . was universally admired, 
and was purchased*; yet ‘he saw himself at the end of that year, and 
the beginning of the next, almost whoEy without employment’ 

. . . ‘gloomy and painful indeed’, she adds, ‘were those three 
alarnoing months; and I consider them as the severest trial that I 
experienced during my married life*. And she bears this affectionate 
testimony to his perseverance that his love of his profession was 
intense, and his unremitting industry in the pursuit of it drew from 
Northcote the observation that ‘ whEe other artists painted to live, 
he lived to paint*. In 1806 — ^wc quote her words with pleasure — she 

‘ See Memorials of the Life of Amelia Opie^ Cecilia Lucy Brightwell, 1854. 



130 THE SUCCESSORS OF REYNOLDS 

notes ‘that prosperity had reached them, and that Mr. Opie was 
rewarded for his perseverance and disappointments by success and 
fame’. But he was stimulated to too high efforts, and we find from 
his letters, that ‘he laboured so intently the latter end of r8o6 and the 
beginning of 1807 that he allowed his mind no rest, hardly indulging 
m the relaxation of a walk’. A disease of the spinal marrow, affecting 
the brain, had commenced. He strove hard to finish his works for the 
Academy Exliibition; but dchrium ensued, and in this state, the mind 
wandering upon Ins art, he gradually sank, and died on 9 April 1 807, in 
his forty-seventh )Tar. He was buried witli some pomp in St. Paul’s. 

In his last hours he was anxious to finish a picture for the Royal 
Academy, which was nearly ready, and his pupil, Henry Thomson 
(1773-1843), who afterwards became a member and the keeper of 
the Royal Academy, volunteered to work on it for Opie. Delirium 
had set in, but when the picture, in one of his lucid intervals, was 
brought for him to sec, he was clear enough on the subject of art to 
say, ‘I thmk there is not colour enough in the background’. Thomson 
was struck with the justice of the remark, and having added more 
colour, again brought it into the room. ‘It will do now,’ said the 
dying painter with a smile; ‘take it away; indeed, if you can’t do it, 
nobody can’. ‘And liis countenance’, says his wife, who relates the 
anecdote, ‘gave us the consolation of knowing that his feelings were 
comfortable ones, and that he was conscious of neither our misery 
nor of his own situation.’ 

Reynolds, as we have seen, said Opie’s art was like Caravaggio’s 
and Velasquez’s. Edward Dayes, no mean critic, drought it approxi- 
mated to Rembrandt. All these three artists are distinguished by their 
power and breadth, qualities which Opie possessed. His colour, 
however, was deficient in purity; his lights arc often heavy and cold; 
his execution was broad and spirited, but very coarse; his conception 
of his subject real and vigorous, full of action, but showing those 
defects which the neglect of early training render inevitable. He had, 
however, great claims to merit as a portrait painter. 

Opie also made himself known as a writer. His first work was the 
Life of Reynolds for Dr. Wolcot’s edition of Pilkington. He next 
prmted A Letter on the Cultivation of the Fine Arts in England, in which 
he recommended the formation of a National Gallery. He delivered 
four lectures on art at die Royal Institution; and on Iiis election as 
Professor of Painting at the Royal Academy, in 1805, he delivered 
four lectures: on ‘Design’, ‘Invention’, ‘Chiaroscuro’* and ‘Colour’. 
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These four lectures were published after his death, with a memoir 
by his widow, who enjoyed great popularity as a novelist. 

Sir William Beecheyj R,A.j Knt, is the last painter of the time who 
merits notice in this chapter. Dayes, who was an early contemporary 
of Beechcy, tells of him, in his account of the painter's who then 
flourished, that he was originally a house-painter and for many years 
struggled with fortune. In a brief notice of him, which, at the time of 
his death, appeared in the Gentlemans Magazine, no mention is made 
of this, but he is stated to have been bom at Burford, m Oxfordshire, 
12 December 1753, and to have been articled to a conveyancer at 
Stow in Gloucestershire, but that being tired of the monotony of a 
provincial lawyer’s office, he came to London and continued under 
his articles with a Mr, Owen of Tooke’s Court. This is certainly 
explicit enough, but the two accounts are hardly consistent with 
each other. In London, Beechey became acquainted vdth some 
students of the Royal Academy; delighted by their pursuits and 
enamoured with art, he prevailed upon his master to release him from 
the law, and in 1772 he gained admission to the schools of the 
Academy, and thenceforth devoted himself to his new profession. 

He began the practice of art as a portrait painter and met with 
some encouragement in London; and then, in 1781, an opening at 
Norwich induced him to try his fortune in that city, where he pamted 
some conversation pieces of the character introduced by Hogarth, and 
tried his hand on one or two subject pictures. At the end of four or 
five years he returned and setded m the metropolis, where he soon 
gained practice and celebrity. George Dawe, in his Life of George 
Morland (1807), tells how Beechey was mtroduced to the notice of 
George III. The portrait of a nobleman, painted by hhn, being 
returned by the Hanging Committee of the Royal Academy, so 
incensed the peer that he had the picture sent to Buckingham 
Palace to be inspected by the Kjng and the royal family, who all, in 
consequence, became sitters to the painter. This was the beginning of 
his fortunes. In 1793 he painted a whole-length portrait of the Queen, 
who appointed him her portrait painter, and the same year he was 
elected an associate of the Royal Academy. Increased commissions 
followed the royal patronage. Dawe says, ‘Beechey may justly be 
considered the only original portrait painter we have, all the rest 
being more or less the imitators of Sir Joshua’. But we do not think 
that the laige portrait group which he completed in 1798 would 
ever have been painted had not Reynolds preceded him. 
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This equestrian group of George III, with the Prince of Wales and 
the Duke of York, reviewing the loth Hussars and the 3rd Dragoons, 
is now at Hampton Court (No. 166). Although a clever and some- 
what showy group of portraits, it has little of real nature, but is full of 
painter’s artifices. It attracted, however, much attention at the time, 
and the same year (1798) Beechey was knighted and gained his 
election as a member of the Royal Academy. 

Beechey had obtained his introduction to the Court by accident, 
and so it happened to his pupil, Midiael W. Sharpe — ^known after- 
wards, fiom a picture he had painted, as ‘Bces-wing Sharpe’. Sharpe 
was so pertinacious in his request to be present at a sitting of royalty 
that at last Beechey consented, on the express stipulation that he 
should be quite silent, keep out of the way, and merely sit, and from 
time to time hand him a fresh palette. Under these conditions, he 
accompanied Sir William to the palace. They had hardly reached the 
apartment where the sitting was to take place when the door was 
thrown open and the astonished pupil heard the cry of Sharp! — 
simply a warning to be on the qui vivt for royalty. Nervously impul- 
sive, he thought that he was called, and rushed forward, to hear 
from the domestics in the suite of rooms he traversed the same cry 
of * Sharp! Sharp! ’ This only increased his confusion, until, at length, 
in passing through one of the doors, he ran right into the arms of 
someone. ‘Hullo! hallo! what’s this, what’s this? Who are you?’ 
were uttered in quick succession. ‘Who arc you?’ ‘Sharpe, your 
Majesty’, said the young painter, who, though dreadfully alarmed, 
saw at once that it was the ICing. ‘Sharpe, Sharpe,’ said the King; 
‘what, son of the hautboy player of Norwida?’ Now it so happened 
that the King had hit upon die right person, and when the youth 
acknowledged tiiat Sharpe of Norwich was his father, the King at 
once was gracious. ‘Well, Sharpe,’ said he, ‘you had almost knocked 
royalty down, but it is well it is no worse. What brought you here? ’ 
Sharpe explained that he was Sir William’s pupd, had come to aid 
him in the sitting, etc. The story amused the King as much as it 
annoyed Beechey, and the accident led to a commission to Sharpe to 
paint the Princess AmcHa and others of the royal family. 

Sharpe is said to have lost favour as oddly as he gained it. He be- 
came a great favourite with the pages, and one day exercised his skill in 
painting a pair of scissors hanging on a nail in their room. The King, on 
some occasion, coming into the pages’ apartments, attempted to take 
the scissors off the nail, at which there was the faintest of titters, and. 
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offended at the deception which had taken him in as well as others, 
he inquired who was the delinquent, and Sharpe, being pointed out, 
fell as rapidly as he had risen in royal favour. 

Unlike his contemporaries, Beechey was not led aside by attempts 
at history painting. If he has left little for posterity, he was fortunate 
in his own day. He painted for the King the full-length portraits of aU 
the royal family, and for the Prince of Wales the portraits of the 
princesses, Iiis sisters. For the Queen, an exceptional work, he painted 
the entire decorations of a room in the royal lodge at Frogmore. The 
chief persons of fashion and distinction in his day were his sitters. His 
colouring was pleasing. He excelled in his females and children; but 
his males wanted power. His portraits generally were deficient in 
grace, his draperies poor and ill cast, and he showed no ability to 
overcome the graceless stifihess which then prevailed in dress. Yet he 
possessed much merit, and his portraits have maintained a respectable 
second rank. He enjoyed a long career in portrait art, but Lawrence 
and others had for many years succeeded to the monopoly of fashion 
and reputation before Beechey finally retired. He sold his pictures, 
studies, engravings, and materials by auction in 1836, and removed to 
Hampstead, where he died 28 January 1839, at the age of eighty- 
six. The gossip of art has left little to tell of Beechey, but we learn 
he was of the old school, who did not abstain from the thoughtless 
use of unmeaning oaths. Calling on Constable, the landscape painter, 
he addressed him* ‘Why, damn it. Constable, what a damned fine 
picture you are making; but you look damned iU, and have got a 
damned bad cold*. It is said that in his latter years he complained of 
the increasing sobriety and decreasmg conviviahty of both artists and 
patrons of art. At one of the annual dinners of the Academy he 
remarked that it was confoundedly slow to what was the wont in his 
younger days, when tlie company did not separate until a duke and a 
painter were both put under the table from the effects of the bottle. 
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THE ANIMAL PAINTERS OF THE EIGHTEENTH 
CENTURY 

Our countrymen have ever been lovers of the chase and of the race- 
course, and, such being the case, it is natural that after the portraits of 
the squire and his dame, and the goodly array of sons and daughters, 
who served to uphold the family name, the portraits of their most 
famous hunters and racers would be objects of desire to our country 
gcndemen. Hence it is that while in the dining-room and staircase 
gallery of the country mansions of our old landed proprietors we are 
often introduced to their interminable ancestry, bewigged and 
bepdwdered, or to the toasts and beauties that fired them to feats of 
noble horsemanship, the hall itself is surrounded with portraits of 
the animals that carried them in the field, or filled or emptied their 
pockets on the racecourse, each horse led, as it might be, by the 
favourite groom or the successful jockey of the day. 

The love for this art at the time we are describmg was gratified by 
John Wootton, bom about 1686, an animal and landscape painter of 
ment, who was a pupil of John Wyck the younger, and imbibed the 
traditions of the Flemish school of painters. He furnished the halls and 
galleries of our old family mansions with views of the estate, and por- 
traits of the class we have described, of the favourite horses and dogs. 
Frequenting Newmarket, he made himself known as an animal painter. 
He drew wida great spirit. He painted hunting-pieces, which were 
much esteemed, and were engraved, and he received as much as forty 
guineas for the portrait of a single horse. Later, he applied himself to 
landscape, imitating, but at a long distance, the manner of Claude 
and then of Poussin. Looking at him, however, only as a horse 
painter, we are inclined to think better of him. His works may be 
seen in the royal collection, and at Blenheim, Longleat, Althorp, 
Ditchley, and other mansions, but their merits axe obscured by the 
blackness which has come over them. 

It cannot be said that patronage of the kind alluded to did, or was 
likely to do, much for art, but Wootton made some property by it 
and built himself a house in Cavendish Square, which he decorated 
with his paintings, and here he died in January 1765. 

During Wootton's career, James Seymour was also celebrated as a 
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horse painter. He was bom in 1702, the son of a banker, who was the 
feiend of Lely, and fond of art. Possessing great power of drawing, he 
drew the horse with the pen with much spirit and character; but he 
was too idle to study; and his attempt to give more finish to his work, 
and his bad style of colour, showed his defects. It is told that the Duke 
of Somerset employed him to paint his stud at his seat in Sussex; and 
that having admitted the artist to his table, he drank to him as ‘cousin 
Seymour’; and took offence when the artist expressed his behef that 
he really was of the same race. The ‘proud Duke* left the table, and 
ordered his steward to. pay and dismiss his quondam cousin, but 
finding afterwards the impossibility of getting an artist to complete 
the work, he sent again for Seymour, who retorted, ‘My lord, I will 
now prove that I am of your Grace’s family, for I won’t come.’ It is 
probable that Seymour’s finished works are few, for we find htde 
mention of them. He died in 1752. He is best known by his drawings; 
we are unable now to point to a painting by him. 

George Stubbsy A.R.A., who succeeded Wootton as an animal 
painter, was bom in 1724, at Liverpool, where his father practised as 
a surgeon. It is probable that his attention was thus especially directed 
to anatomy, and that he continued the study of it after he had finally 
elected the profession of painting. Little is known of his early life, or 
even whether his origmff bent was to the arts; but we learn that 
when about thirty years of age he paid a visit to Italy, extending his 
journey as far as Rome, and that on his return he setded m London, 
and soon became known for his talents both as a painter and an 
anatomist. In 1776 he published The Anatomy of the Horse, with 
fifteen plates drawn from nature, and engraved by his own hands. In 
the title-page he styles himself ‘painter’.^ 

Stubbs soon became the fashionable horse-painter of the day, and 
was patronized by all who dchghted in the art; but his anatomical 
knowledge fitted liim for something better than the mere lay-figure 
treatment of the animal, which satisfied the friends of his equine sitters. 
He aspired to be ranked as an artist, and to treat the horse as a heroic 
animal, instead of the tame prosaic steed that was led forth firom the 
stable to show its points and breeding by its mere bony and muscular 
development, rather than by expression and energy of action and 
motion. He aimed to show his skiU in designing this noble animal in 
its wonderful variety of form; in motion, and under the influence of 
artistic foreshortenings, as well as grouped in combination with others 
^ Reprinted, in facsimile, 193 8. 
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of the higher animals of the chase. Barry, who seems to have atten- 
tively watched his progress, praises his works warmly; he says, ‘His 
“Lion Killing a Horse*’; a “Tiger Lying in his Den”, as large as hfe, 
appearing, as it were, disturbed and hstening, which were in the last 
year’s exhibition, are pictures that must rouse and agitate the most 
inattentive; he is now painting a lion, panting and out of breath, 
lying with his paws over a stag he has riui down: it is inimitable’. 

In 1780 the Royal Academy acknowledged Stubbs’s talents by 
electing him an associate of the body, and in the following year a full 
member. But on his election, like Wright of Derby, he declined to 
present one of his own works to the Academy, and the diploma was 
withheld, Stubbs clioosing rather to remain an associate, in which 
rank he continued during the remainder of his life. It has been said 
that the painter’s fortune was greater than his merit, in that his works 
were engraved by such eminent artists as Woollett, Earlom, and 
Green, and there is no doubt that the celebrity of WooUett’s graver 
would have given reputation to works of far less excellence than 
those of Stubbs. But these very engravings are a testimony to the 
painter’s popularity, and it is doubtful, even in our own day, if the 
taste of the general public is not satisfied with subjects of far less 
merit as works of art than the four well-known ‘sporting pictures’ 
engraved by Woollett: or ‘The Horse Frightened at a Lion’,^ ‘The 
Farmer’s Wife and the Raven’,® or ‘The Tigers at Play’. Stubbs’s 
name, however, is more frequendy associated widi his picture of 
‘The Fall of Phaeton’,® which he is said to have repeated four times. 
As lately seen, it hardly sustains its reputation; although the horses are 
well and spiritedly designed, the whole is scattered and disjointed in 
effect, and wanting in the ideal treatment which such a subject requires. 

Stubbs was ardent in the pursuit of his art, an indefatigable dissector, 
fearing none of the attendant dangers. It is told of him that he was of 
great muscular strength, in so much that on one occasion he carried 
a dead horse on his back up a narrow staircase to his dissecting-room, 
a feat which, unless the animal was of the smallest of the equine race, 
does not admit of our bchef. For the latter part of his Hfe he was very 
abstemious in his food, and a strict water-drinker. Yet he lived to en- 
joy eighty-two years of vigorous life, dying on 10 July 1806. On the 
whole, the art made a great advance under Stubbs. 

^ There is a painting of this subject in the Walker Art Gallery, Liverpool 

® Lady Lever Art Gallery, Port Sunlight. 

* National Gallery, London. 
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Sawrey Gilpin, R,A., was another artist of the eighteenth century 
who earned distinction as an animal painter. He was bom at Carlisle, 
hi 1733, of an old Cumberland family, and when fourteen was sent 
to London, where it was intended he should be brought up to some 
business. But his desire to pursue, art led to his being placed with 
Samuel Scott, the m^irine painter. His affections turned to cattle 
rather than to ships, and he soon attained much power as a draughts- 
man. At Newmarket he gained the favour of the Duke of Cumber- 
land, then ranger of Windsor Park, who gave him apartments, and 
many facilities for his improvement. He excelled gready in his 
portraits of horses, and was fully employed. He painted wild animals 
with equal success, and tned some subjects in history; among them, 
of course, the * Story of Phaeton’. He exhibited at Spring Gardens, 
in 1770, a sketch in oil of ‘Darius Obtaining the Persian Empire by 
the Neighing of his Horse’; and in the following year, ‘ Gulliver 
Taking Leave of the Houyhnhnms’, both of them works which 
attracted much notice. He painted both in oil and water colour; all 
his works were marked by great spirit,, but his colouring was poor, 
and his pictures failed from the absence of higher technical qualities. 
He was elected A.R.A., 1795, R.A., 1797. He died in 1807. The Rev. 
William Gilpin, who wrote several works on picturesque beauty, 
was his brother. 

In treating of the animal painters, it will be desirable next in order 
to class George Mcrland, Although his art was of such a mixed charac- 
ter that it comprised both landscapes, rustic figures, and animals, 
still it is as an animal painter — as a painter of pigs and sheep and asses 
— that he is principally known. These, in combination with rustic 
figures, formed the subject of his pictures, while the landscape part of 
his art was never much more dian a background for them. 

George Morland was bom in 1763, just at the time when the 
artists of this country awoke to a sense of their own strength and 
found a new aid to progress in the establishment of public exhibitions 
of their works. Henry Robert Morland (1712-1797), the father of 
George, was himself a crayon draughtsman, painter, and engraver, 
and a man of some reputation in his day. He was already advanced in 
life, being fifty-one years ofage, when his son was bom. Respectable 
and respected both for his art and his manner of life, he passed for a 
well-educated man, and brought up his family with more than 
ordinary strictness and regularity. 

Of this family George was the eldest and favourite child, and early 
F 
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dispkyed a talent for art, combining an active restless disposition, 
great drollery and love of fun, with occasional fits of melancholy. 
These, the sure accompaniment of an artistic temperament, were 
increased, perhaps, in his case, by his being debarred from associating 
with boys of his own age, and subjected to the discipline of a parent 
who had long passed the period of youth. Young Morland had made 
some progress in art when only seven years of age, and at ten exhibited 
drawings at the Royal Academy, which it is evident must have had 
some merit. The very precocity of his art was perhaps the first mis- 
fortune of his life, since at fourteen years of age he was articled to his 
father, and his days henceforth devoted to continuous and steady 
application. His father seemed to consider every hour not spent at his 
easel as wasted — a discipline so opposed to the natural temperament 
of the boy as to make labour hateful to the young artist. Under his 
father, however, he attained great power of hand and correctness of 
eye, and learnt to paint by copying the works of the Dutch and 
Flemish schools. Although the schools of the Royal Academy were 
now open to the rising artists of the metropolis, young Morland 
was not allowed to study there, since his father — over-anxious about 
his morals — did not like his mmglmg with the students who resorted 
to them for instruction, and he conducted his education principally 
himself. Morland is sometimes looked upon as an untaught genius, 
who obtained his knowledge without the aid of schools; but on the 
contrary, no teaching could be more direct and continuous than that 
he received from his anxious parent. 

After some time passed in prehminary study, he attempted original 
sketches from the poets, and made many illustrations from Spenser’s 
‘Faery Queen’ as well as from ballads, such as ‘Robin Grey’, 
‘Margaret’s Ghost’, etc. These were bought and engraved and found 
a ready sale. Occasionally, also, he tried his powers in caricature, and 
soon showed, if not a refined, yet a sufficiendy fertile invention. At 
this time he rarely sketched from Nature on the spot, but stored his 
mind with the broad characteristics of his subject to reproduce them 
from memory at home, and it is from this cause that there is little of 
individual imitation in his pictures, but rather that general aspect of 
the scene or subject which often appeals to the mind more than the 
most literal truth. 

As he grew in years and became conscious of his own powers, 
young Morland rebelled against the restraint imposed upon him at 
home, and the severe and continuous labour exacted from him. 
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When about nineteen he first began to evade this discipline, firom 
which he shortly afterward broke entirely loose, following a dis- 
solute course, and justifying himself without shame and without 
self-reproach. His innate dislike to labour was soon apparent; he 
avoided all regular study or occupation, and gave himself up to 
extravagance, debauchery, and folly. 

Means of subsistence, however, must be gained, and his abilities 
and necessities soon attracted those who Hve by preying upon others; 
he became the debtor and slave of a picture dealer, who tempted him 
to lodge in his house, and while he pandered cheaply to his vices and 
follies, kept him in a state of bondage. ‘His meals were carried up to 
him, by his employer’s boy, and when his dinner was brought — 
which usually consisted of sixpenny-worth of meat from a cook-shop, 
with a pint of beer — ^he would sometimes venture to ask if he might 
not have a pennyworth of pudding. Yet even under this treatment 
he contributed so much to the profits of his employer as to paint a 
sufficient number of pictures to fill a room, to which the price of 
admittance was half a crown/ From this condition he escaped, and 
was assisted at Margate by a lady who found profitable employment 
for him in taking miniature portraits; with her he went to France, 
where he might also have obtained employment of the same kind, but 
his restless nature prevented him, at dais important crisis, from 
settling to any steady labour, and he resumed his former reckless 
habits. He went to lodge with Mr, William Ward, the mezzotint 
engraver, and while with him seems for a time to have pursued his 
painting with some steadiness and in a manner tending to his improve- 
ment, possibly influenced by a growing attachment to Miss Ward. 
He painted ‘The Idle and Industrious Mechanic’, a pair of small 
pictures, ‘The Idle Laundress and Industrious Cottager’,^ and 
‘Letitia, or Seduction*, a series of six pictures depicting the fall of a 
young country girl. Morland is said to have studied every part of 
these works from Nature, even to the minutest details; the figures are 
well drawn and the whole executed with considerable skill. 

In July 1786, the painter married the sister of his friend Ward, 
who followed his example by marrying one of the Miss Morlands 
a month after. But marriage produced no reform in Morland’s 
reckless and irregular habits; he soon quarrelled with his brother-in- 
law, and gave himself up to the company of low associates and to 
habits of intemperance and dissipation, from which he never after 
‘ Engraved, in stipple, by William Blake. 
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was able to disentangle himself. He painted rapidly, and sold his 
pictures for anything he could get, yet his genius made him popular 
notwithstanding, and his productions were eagerly sought after. 
His boon companions also acted as his agents, and sometimes got 
as much as five guineas for what he had formerly been paid only 
five shillings. Such was tlie request for the painter’s works that he 
might have demanded large prices; numbers of purchasers resorted 
to him; yet by his absurd and useless extravagance Morland had 
incurred debts in eighteen months to the amount of nearly ^(^4,000, 
and was compelled to abscond for a while, until his fnends could 
attempt some arrangement of his affairs. For a time he continued to 
improve in his art; he overcame the somewhat laboured finish of his 
first manner, and the ease that was induced by the rapid pencil re- 
quired to meet his urgent wants had not yet resulted in his using up 
the stores of his memory. 

About 1790 Morland arrived at the meridian of his art, but main- 
tained his elevation only a short time, and soon began rapidly to 
decline. ‘The Gipsies’, 1792, is a good example of this period. The 
size of that work is larger than usual with Morland; it is painted with 
a full pencil and evidently with great ease and rapidity. 

As Ins difficulties made no change in liis habits, his debts continued 
to increase, notwithstanding the rapid means at his command for 
satisfying them. He was continually making compositions with his 
creditors to pay ;£i20 per month, ^ 100 , ^50, ;£io, and was earnest 
to do so, but after one or two payments constantly neglected to 
fulfil his engagements. Hunted from house to house by noisy 
creditors, always compounding for his debts, but never keeping any 
engagement he had entered into, he lived in constant dread of a 
prison; the resources of his memory once worked out, how was an 
artist, plunged into such hopeless degradation, and beset with such 
terrors, to realize any more of the true freshness of that rural life in 
which lay the subjects for his pencil? He could not leave home from 
dread of the bailiffs who were continually on the watch for him, and 
the country with its pigs and its sheep must be sought within his own 
walls. While living in perpetual dread of his creditors his excesses 
not only continued but increased; his naturally fine constitution was 
undermined by them. He now seldom left his paintmg-room: ‘he 
even took his meals in it, though never at any regular periods, but 
would sometimes at seven in the morning have beefsteaks and 
onions, with purl and gin or a pot of porter for breakfast. His dinner 
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he would take at eleven, twelve, one, or three o’clock, according as 
his appetite served. He seldom ate his meals with his wife, and 
though he kept several servants, would cook his own food and eat it 
off a chair by the side of his easel; while in the same apartment were 
to be seen dogs of various kinds, pigeons fl3dng, and pigs running 
about. During the whole day he swallowed all kinds of strong 
liquors; tea he could not drink, but when invited to partake of this 
refreshment he would shake his head and say it was very permcious 
and made his hand shake’. We remember having seen, in the posses- 
sion of an old friend, a pair of small pictures painted about the latter 
end of Morland’s life, and we were told by their possessor that he 
sat beside the painter’s easel while he completed them, and having 
paid for them, he took them away with him wet; the only way to 
secure an original work of such a master. 

In November 1799, Morland was arrested, and, obtaining the rules, 
took a house in Lambeth,* which was a rendezvous for all the pro- 
fligates of the prison. He was daily intoxicated, and generally lay the 
whole night on the floor. The ruin of his health and character was 
soon completed. He was released under the Insolvent Act in 1802, 
but was now broken-hearted and downcast, harassed by diseased 
fears and fancies, his intellect and sight also impaired. He was again 
arrested for a publican’s score, and overwhelmed with misfortune, 
neglect, and self-reproach, he drank, in a state of desperation, great 
quantities of spirits, and after eight days of delirious fever, died in a 
sponging house on 29 October 1804, in his forty-second year. His 
wife, to whom — ^it is hard to believe — as stated by his biographer, he 
was smcerely attached, fell into convulsive fits on learning his death, 
and finished a life, which must have been one of hopeless misery, on 
2 November, in her thirty-seventh year, and both were interred to- 
gether. He had shortly before written his own epitaph — alas ! too 
truly— * Here Hes a drunken dog ’ . 

Any one who will read with attention a more extended life of the 
painter will be aware that his reputation in his ovm day was partly 
accidental, and largely arose out of the very irregularities which we 
must condemn. Many were eager to possess works which were only 
to be obtained as it were by lottery, and which aU hoped would turn 
up prizes either then or in the future. 

We have passed over most of the stories of wild riot and excess that 
marked the short life of the painter, but we are not prepared to say 
that his freaks and follies were entirely hindrances, or that they did 
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not in many cases prove of assistance to him in that low walk of art 
which he had made his own. He was quick of observation, and 
gathered hints readily from the society into which he was thrown. 
Thus one of his first follies, related by George Dawe, his biographer, 
as taking place when Morland had not yet completed his apprentice- 
ship, shows this readmess of perception m the painter. He had been 
spending the evening with a roystcring company at a favourite 
tavern, the ‘Cheshire Cheese’, and on leaving about ten o’clock, 
took it into his head to start by the hoy to Gravesend. He arrived 
there a perfect stranger, about two o’clock in the morning, and in 
company with two strollers, took the road in the dark to Chatham, 
and ended by joining one of them in a short sea-voyage in wliich he 
was nearly wrecked. Returning almost penniless to the ‘congress’ at 
his tavern, we are told he brought out such a fund of information on 
nautical matters, as to perfectly astonish the company. It is quite 
evident that he had gained more by his wild adventure dian if he had 
remained at home pinned to his easel. 

Again his boon companions were his models, sitting and posing for 
him. In ‘The Sportman’s Return’, ‘Dirty Brooks’, die cobbler, one 
of his pot companions and agents, is represented leaning out of his 
own stall. When surrounded by companions that would have entirely 
impeded the progress of other men, ‘Morland might be said to be m 
an academy in the midst of models — ^he would get one to stand for a 
hand, another for a foot, another for a head, an attitude, or a figure’ 
— ^nay he often regulated his compositions, and that in some of liis 
best works, entirely by the chance presence of some choice spirit 
whom he could use as a model. He would set the low associates, 
who surrounded him while painting, to watch for passets-by, 
suitable to pamt into his pictures, and despatch them to induce these 
wayfarers to come and be painted, treating his sitters hberally with 
beer, spirits, and food, and making them satisfied and delighted by 
his good fellowship. He once took it into his head to serve the office 
of parish constable, and although it was a freak of which he was soon 
heartily tired, yet it will be seen that even this he managed to turn to 
his professional advantage. Dawe tells us that, ‘Just as Morland was 
about to begin his four pictures of “The Deserter”, a sergeant, 
drummer, and soldier, on their way to Dover in pursuit of a deserter, 
came in for a billet. Seeing that these men would answer liis purpose, 
he accompanied them to the “Britannia”, and treated them plentifully 
while he was earnestly questioning them on the modes of recruiting, 
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with every particular attendant on the trial of deserters by court- 
martial, and their punishments’. When, flying from the pursuit of 
his creditors, he sought refuge in the country, he visited the cottages 
of the peasantry, made himself at home with them, and with the 
habits of their household and children. We are also told that in 
company with Brooks, he at times associated with the gipsies, re- 
maining with them several days together, adopting their mode of 
life, and sleeping with them in bams at night. 

Morland’s name as a painter stands out prominently before that of 
many of his contemporanes of far higher merit; it was spread by the 
vast number of works his facile hand produced, and by their still 
wider dispersion by means of engraving. We have from good 
authority a fact which closely relates to the great number of the 
works, many of them very mdifferent ones, attributed to Morland. 
He was for some years (commencing about 1794) imder articles to 

Mr, B , a picture dealer, who employed him m painting origmal 

pictures at his own house; his daily service beginning early, and 
concluding at dinner time, probably twelve o’clock. Immediately 
Morland had left, expert copyists were employed in making accurate 
and elaborate repetitions of his day’s work, which were carefully 
concealed. Returning to his own work on the following morning, any 
changes, which, upon reconsideration, Morland might think well to 
make in his picture, were m the afremoon transferred to each copy 
in progress under the hands of his treacherous copyists. Thus at least 
four or five pictures were carried on together to completion, the 
painter never suspecting the trick that was played; each of these 
counterfeits bearmg those marks of changes in design and alterations 
of effect that would seem to give proof of its genuineness.^ 

We cannot place Morland in the fint rank of English art, but his 
works had this influence on its progress: they showed that there was a 
store of subjects in our own scenery, and a pubHc to appreciate them; 
that, without seeking inspiration in Italy or Greece, an artist might 
succeed and be original. Henceforth ‘compositions’, such as had pleased 
the town from the pencil of ZuccareUi, had as rivals, and as successful 
rivals, these works, the simple pictures of our ovm picturesque land. 
Gainsborough had, in this respect, in some degree anticipated Morland; 
but even he clung a little to the best art of the Dutch. Morland threw 
aside aU he had learnt from their school, and made an art of his own. 

^ According to William Blake, many paintings by Peter Le Cave were 
passed as Morlands. 



144 animal painters op the eighteenth century 


Wt have classed him here as an animal painter, which, it has been 
shown, comprises only a part of his art; but as an animal painter, he 
was not like liis predecessors, a portrait painter of animals; for this he 
was unfitted* and too vulgarly independent. He was ill-grounded in 
anatomy, and consequently he succeeded best in portraying those 
animals whose forms were most hidden by their covering, such as 
sheep, pigs, rabbits, etc., and when he chose the horse, it was generally 
an aged one, not so much on account of its picturesqueness, as for 
the strong character of its form. 




CHAPTER XII 


PAINTERS IN WATER-COLOURS 

The great artists who contributed to the foundation of the Royal 
Academy, and by their talents and reputation had set it fairly afloat 
in public opinion, had hardly passed from the scene of their labours 
when a new art, or what may well be called such, began to rise into 
importance. The art of painting in water-colours is so peculiarly 
English, that it may be designated as a national art; and growing up 
from this time side by side with oil painting, it has singularly influenced 
that branch of art, which has, in its turn, beneficially reacted upon it. 

Although water-colour painting had been practised, both in this 
coimtry and abroad, long previous to oil painting, and was thus the 
older art, and had, by our great miniaturists of the age of the Tudors 
and the Stuarts, been carried to the highest degree of perfection, it 
was, as in its original use, practised differently from the art of our 
own times. It was indeed but a species of tempera-painting, wherein 
the ground was obscured and hidden, and the colours used opaquely 
as in the ancient missal-paintings. 

But though the miniaturists and ‘painters in htde’ began with 
using opaque colours, their practice gradually changed to the use of 
transparent pigments, and the preservation of the white ground on 
which they painted. At first such works were wrought on vellum or 
thin card-board, and we have no precise date when sheets of ivory 
were substituted, probably about the middle of the seventeenth 
century. A pocket-book, said to have belonged to Samuel Cooper, 
whom writers of his ovm time call ‘the prince of limners’, has come 
down to us, containing fifteen portraits in various stages of com- 
pletion. These portraits are all on card, some being left as at the first 
sitting, whilst one or two are completely finished. The following 
seems to have been the process of painting, and whether the work of 
Cooper, or, as is more probable, that of Thomas Flatman, gives us an 
insight into the mode of painting at that period. The outline was 
suggestively sketched, and then the smooth surface of the card, under 
the flesh, was covered with a thin wash of opaque white, which, as 
he used it, must have been an excellent pigment, as it has not changed 
in any instance. Then with a brownish Jake tint the features have 
been most delicately and beautifully drawn in, and the broad shades 
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under the eyebrows, the nose, and the chin, washed in flatly with the 
same tint. This seems to have completed the first sitting. In the next, 
the painter put in the local colour of the hair, washmg in at the same 
time its points of relief or umon with the background, in many cases 
adding a little white to his transparent colour to make the hue 
absorbent, and to give it a shght solidity. The shadows of the hair 
were then hatched in, and the features and face in succeeding sittings 
were hatched or stippled into roundness. Finally, the colours of the 
dress were washed in, in some cases transparently, in others with a 
slight admixiture of white, the shadows of the dress being given with 
the local colour of the shadows. 

Some of tlie works of this period were, however, painted wholly 
in transparent colours, and it must not be overlooked that highly 
finished water-colour drawings, wrought with transparent colours, 
had been produced in the Dutch school, particularly by Ostade 
(1617-1671), Backhuysen (1631-1709), and Dusart (1665-1704). 

Thus we find the various methods of our modem painters m water- 
colours were well known to their predecessors of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries — the practice of using transparent colours, of 
mingling transparent with opaque colour, of imitating the local 
colour of objects in shade, of hatching and stippling — ^most indeed of 
the resources of the art — applied, it is true, rather to the human figure 
than to landscapes. 

But water-colour art, as now practised, grew out neither of the 
early method of the missal-painters and illuminators, who were 
followed by the miniaturists, nor from the tempera-paintmg of the 
scene painter, but evidendy from the humbler art of the topographer, 
from which its origin may be distinctly and clearly traced. It began 
with the tinted representations of antiquarian remains and ancient 
buildings, and was chiefly the offspring of the spirit ofantiquarianism 
of the latter part of the last century. The artist painted on the inspira- 
tion of the antiquary and for the illustration of his books. He was 
frequendy at the same time both the draughtsman and the engraver; 
and diough the names and works of those so employed arc known, 
they have little claim to any record on the ground of their art merits. 
The oudine, being of the first consequence, was carefully and firmly 
drawn, and was often completed with the pen, with the light and 
shade simply added in black or grey. Afterwards such works advanced 
a step, and were slighdy tinted with transparent washes, to indicate 
the local colour of the objects or scenery, the colour of the sky being 
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frequently the most positive tint used. The careful delineation of the 
many fine remains of abbeys, cathedrals, churches, casdes, and man- 
sions, was thus the aim of the early water-colour draughtsman. Such 
subjects employed the pencils of Sandby, the two Rookers, Thomas 
Heame, John Webber, Wilham Alexander, Thomas Malton, Edward 
Dayes, John Byrne, and some others, who were the true founders of 
the art. 

Although most of the men we have just named were essentially 
topographers, the natural course of their professional practice led 
some of them into new scenes and foreign climes, extending their 
knowledge and observation of nature. John Webber, R.A, (1752- 
1793)* accompanied Captain Cook, in 1776, on his last voyage, and 
brought home many drawings of the scenes and localities he had 
visited; some of these will be found in the collection at South 
Kensington. William Alexander (1767-1816) was draughtsman to 
Lord Macartney’s embassy to China in 1792, and some of his draw- 
ings, swarming with groups of Chinese, sparkle with life and colour. 
The direct reference to nature, both at home and abroad, which was 
the essence of the art of these men, was beginning to work a change, 
and was m itself a source of steady progress towards true art. It was 
impossible for men who as topographers were brought face to face 
with nature, though at first attending only to the most obvious facts 
and details which were their chief aim, not to observe also nature’s 
more vaned moods and changes; and it only required a man of 
genius to arise, who, pursuing the same course, should be able to give 
life and'vitahty to the meagre truthfulness of the topographer, to 
place the art on a wholly different footing. In such hands, and with 
the new materials, there were no traditions of the ‘black masters’ 
to stand m the way of progress — ^to prevent a man from using his own 
eyes, and seeing Nature as she really is. It was soon found that Nature 
did not attitudinize into set compositions; that it was not necessary 
to be brown to be hke her ; that she did not insist upon dark fore- 
grounds; and, injine, that the imitation of Nature’s great truths was 
not inconsistent with the utmost variety; with selection of subject, 
and the choice of what is beautiful. But men were already training 
who were to effect a change, though the advance was necessarily 
slow, and it may be desirable to trace their progress step by step. 

Previously, however, to doing so, it is necessary to say a few words 
on the materials and pigments used, as in a degree regulating the new 
art, and of themselves obviating some of the defects of a moribund 
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school. At first, no doubt, the topographer having made accurate 
sketches in outline on the spot, completed the drawing more at 
leisure in his own home; but the very portability of the new mate- 
rials, the facility of execution in their first simple use, and the rapidity 
with which they dry, rendered painting in water-colours direct from 
nature easy and agreeable, and led to its practice. 

A general description of the methods of executing ‘stained', 
‘washed', or ‘tinted' drawings, as such are called in the early cata- 
logues of the Royal Academy, has already been given, but the more 
precise directions of Edward Dayes in his Instructions for Drawing 
and Colouring Landscapes, published in 1808, may suitably precede 
an account of those changes which have led to the great excellence 
of the water-colour school. He tells us that his work is particularly 
intended to treat of the use of transparent colours, and he does not 
confine himself to the old method alone, but gives those improve- 
ments upon it which had made such progress at the date of his 
publication. Supposing the outline complete, he says, ‘The first and 
most easy way is to make all the shadows and middle tints with 
Prussian blue and a brown Indian ink; the clouds being sketched in, 
and as light as possible, the student begins with the elementary part 
of the sky, laying it in with Prussian blue, rather tender, so as to leave 
himself the power of going over it once or twice afterwards, or as 
often as may be necessary; then, with the blue and a httle Indian ink, 
lay in the Hghtest shades of the clouds, then the distance, if remote, 
with the same colour, rather stronger. Next proceed to the middle 
ground, leaving out the blue in coming forward, and lastly work up 
the foreground with brown Indian ink only. This operation may be 
repeated until the whole is sufficiently strong, marking the dark parts 
of the foreground as dark as the ink will make it — that is to say, the 
touches of the shadow in shade. Great care must be taken to leave 
out the blue gradually as the objects* come forward, otherwise it will 
have a bad effect. Attention must also be given to the middle tints, 
that they are not marked too strong, which would make it, when 
coloured, look hard. The same grey colour, or aerial tint, may be 
first washed over every terrestrial part of the drawing required to 
be kept down — that is, before colouring — as colour laid over the 
grey will, of course, not be so light as when the paper is without it. 
The shadows and middle tints being worked up to a sufficient degree 
of power, colouring will be the next operation. This must be done by 
beginning in the distant parts, coming on stronger and stronger, 
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coloumg light and middle tint to the foreground, and lastly retouch 
the darker parts of the foreground with Vandyck brown. Great caution 
will be required not to disturb the shadows with colour, otherwise the 
harmony of the whole will be destroyed, or, at any rate, not to do 
more than gendy to colour the reflections/ Such was the older method, 
the method in which the works of Webber, Sandby and Cozens were 
wrought, but which was afterwards changed by Dayes, Girtin his pupil, 
and Turner, the rising genius who was to go beyond all who had pre- 
ceded him in the practice of this delightful art. 

The first to break away from the trammels of topography, and to 
raise landscape painting in water colours to a branch of fine art, was 
Cozens. The materials for his life are very scanty, and we gather 
much of the following firom Leslie’s Hand-Book for Young Painters, 
1854, his information being obtained from family connexions of 
the painter. John Robert Cozens was the son of Alexander Cozens 
(r. 1715-1786),^ who was bom in Russia, the natural son of Peter the 
Great by an Englishwoman whom the Czar took home with him 
from Deptford, and by whom he had another son, who became a 
general in the Russian service. The Emperor sent Alexander Cozens 
to Italy to study painting, firom whence he came to England in 1746, 
where his son John was bom in 175Z. T have seen’, says Leslie, ‘a very 
small pen-drawing of three figures on which is written ‘‘Done by 
J, Cozens, 1761, when nine years old”. I have also seen a book of 
views m Italy, drawn m pencil, some finished with a pen, and others 
half finished in the manner of line engraving, on which is pasted the 
following memorandum: “Alexander Cozens, in London, Author 
of these Drawings, lost them and many more, in Gerftiany, by their 
dropping from his Saddle when he was riding on his way from Rome 
to England in the year 1746. John Cozens, his son, being at Florence 
in the year 1776, purchased them. When he arrived at London, in 
the year 1779, he delivered the drawings to his Father.” This was 
probably while the son was travelling in Italy with WilHam Beckford, 
of Fonthill, for whom he wrought many of his best pictures. About 
three years previous to his death, which happened in 1797, John 
Robert Cozens became a lunatic, and was supported by the generous 
humanity of Sir George Beaumont and Dr. Thomas Monro. 

^ For a summary of modem research, which shows that this paternal con- 
nexion with the Tsar is incorrect, see English Water-colours, Laurence Binyon, 
1933 - 

® Bntish Museum, London. 
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His works go little beyond light and shade and the suggestion of 
colour, but tliey are full of poetry; there is a solemn grandeur in his 
Alpine views; a sense of vastness, and a tender tranquilhty in his 
pictures that stamp him as a true artist; a master of atmospheric 
effects, he seems to have fully appreciated the value of mystery, 
leaving parts in his picture for the imagination of the spectator to 
dwell on and search into. Leshe well says that ‘pensive tenderness 
forms the charm of his evening scenes’, that ‘he had an eye equally 
adapted to the grandeur, the elegance and the simplicity of nature, 
but loved best her gendest, most silent eloquence’. We learn also 
from him that Cozen’s art made such an impression on Constable 
that, in a moment of enthusiastic admiration, he pronounced J. R. 
Cozens to be ‘the greatest genius that ever touched landscape’. 

Cozens was one of our first water-colour painters who visited Italy, 
and he seemed thoroughly to have entered into the grander features 
of the country; he is best known by his Itahan views; but there are 
some fine studies from trees in Windsor Forest pamted by him. 
While he departed but slighdy from the earHer method of tinted 
drawing, he made the first move in the right direction. The pigments 
he used were different firom diose named by Edward Dayes; he 
compounded his cloud tints, and those of his distant mountains, of 
Indian red, a small portion of lake, indigo and yellow ochre ; in 
his middle distance, he blended a tint of black and burnt umber. His 
distant trees were tinted with the warm washes used for the sky, and 
those nearer with yellow ochre and indigo, enriched with burnt 
sienna; in the immediate foregroimd trees and shrubs, the same pig- 
ments are use*d with greater power. With such simple means he pro- 
duced works which were thought worthy of being copied by Girtin 
and Turner, his great successors in the art — ^nor is this advance from 
topography to true poetry, from tmted drawings to the suggestion 
of local colour from the first laying-in of his drawings, all that Cozens 
achieved in advance of his predecessors. His works show that he was 
acquainted witli the use of gentle washings, of abrasion of the surface 
to give atmosphere and distance, or to mdicate sun-rays through 
intercepting clouds, and prove no less that he was a true master of 
light and shade, and of the use of accident in painting. 

We have searched the catalogues of the Royal Academy widi great 
care, and find that J. R. Cozens only exhibited there on one occasion. 
In 1776, when he was about twenty-four years of age, he sent ‘A 
Landscape, with Hannibal, in his March over the Alps, Showing to 



PAUL SANDBY AND WILLIAM T>AyNE I5I 

his Army the Fertile Plains of Italy. This is surmised to have been 
painted in oil, and must have been a work of rare excellence, since 
it is reported that Turner said he had learned more firom it than from 
anything he had seen. Where is the picture now ? It is hardly to be 
wondered at that Cozens, who refrained from exhibiting, worked 
so largely for one patron, and was almost continually abroad, was 
so little known as an artist. How should the general pubKc know 
anything of his works ? 

Another artist, who flourished in the latter half of the eighteenth 
century, was Paul Sandby, R.A. Bom at Nottingham m 1725, he lived 
into the succeeding century, and died in 1809, He has been called 
the father of water-colour art; and certainly as contemporary with 
William Taverner, an amateur, and George Lambert, whom we 
have already mentioned; and as precedmg Heame, Michael Angelo 
Rooker, Malton, Byrne and Webber, by more than twenty years, he 
may claim that title by priority. As contrasted with Cozens, he was 
a man of ripe years when Cozens was an infant, yet he was essentially 
a topographic artist, and when m his later works his art seemed to 
touch the confines of poetry, the influence of Cozens may be traced. 
He was for many years drawing master to the Royal Military 
Academy at Woolwich, and on the foimdation of the Royal Academy 
was one of the original members. George III employed him to give 
instruction in drawing to the royal children, and perhaps from this 
cause a large number of his works are scenes in the neighbourhood 
of Windsor and Eton. He painted both in body-colour, or, as works 
in this manner were then called, ‘water-colour’, and made ‘tinted 
drawings’. A fine specimen of the former will be found in the 
collection at South Kensington, No. 383, with many specimens of 
the latter; while there is a large number of his tinted drawings 
in the royal collections at Windsor. These drawings are simple in 
their general treatment of light and shade, and weak in colour; for 
Sandby seems never to have given up the early methods. They are 
more valuable for their accurate rendering of the various scenes 
than as works of art. 

William Payne («. 1760 - c. 1830), of whose history but Htde is at 
present knowm, is another artist of the period, and one to whom 
but scant justice has yet been done. He seems to have been a native of 
Plymouth, as we find him in 1786 residing at Plymouth Dock, and, 

^ This cannot now be traced. The only oil painting now attributed to 
Cozens is in the collection of Colonel M. H. Grant. 
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for the first time, contributing to the Royal Academy Exhibition 
five views of Plymouth and its neighbourhood. He continued to 
reside there during the years 1787-1789, still contributing to the exhi- 
bition tinted drawings of Devonshire scenery. In 1790 Payne seems 
to have removed to London, and resided in Thomhaugh Street, 
Bedford Square. We find him this year again sendmg four Devon- 
shire scenes to the exhibition, after which date his name entirely 
disappears from the catalogue. Reynolds is said to have expressed 
great admiration for some of Payne’s Devonshire drawings, particu- 
larly a representation of the slate quarries at his native Plympton. 
Even these transcripts from nature were said to be entirely novel in 
their excellent treatment. 

Payne adopted many peculiarities in his methods of execution, 
some of which are valuable additions to the art. He abandoned the 
use of outline with the pen. His general process was very simple. 
Having invented a grey tint (still known by the colourmen as 
Payne’s grey) he used it for all the varied gradations of his middle 
distance, treating the extreme distance, as also the clouds and sky, 
wdth blue. For the shadow, in his foreground, he used Indian ink or 
lamp-black, breaking these colours into the distance by the admixture 
of grey. In this he but shghdy differed from the other artists of his 
time, but his methods of handling were more pecuharly his own. 
These consisted in splitting the brush to give the forms of foliage, 
dragging the tints to give texture to his foregrounds, and taking out 
the forms of lights by wetting the surface and rubbing with bread or 
rag. He seems to have been among the first who used this practice, 
which, in the hands of Turner, became such a powerful aid to effect, 
and enabled the early painters in water-colour to refrain from using 
white or solid pigments in the lights. 

Having thus prepared a vigorous light and shade, Payne tinted his 
distance, middle distance, and foreground with colour, retouching 
and deepening the shadows in front to give power to his work, and 
even loading his colour and usmg gum plentifully. He sought to 
enrich scenes wherein he had attempted effects of sunset or simrisc, 
by passing a full wash of gamboge and lake over the completed 
drawing. He abandoned mere topography for a more poetical 
treatment of landscape scenefy, and although he has none of the 
delicacy of Cozens and rarely touches our sympathies, he set an 
example of what might be done, even in the simpler practice of 
‘tinting’, by accidental effects, by selection of forms, by sun-rays 
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piercing through clouds, which, like Cozens, he obtained by washing 
out, by mists and vapours, introducing such treatments into tbe 
practice of tbe art. Many of his works are of large size, and although 
occasionally very vacant and empty, and too often displaying great 
mannerism in handling, and Htde reference to nature, they yet 
served to lead the way for the abler men who followed. Time has 
acted unfavourably on his pictures; they have darkened considerably, 
partly from the foxy-brown to which the general wash has changed, 
and partly from the too great strength of the black in the foregrounds. 

‘Unfortunately for the reputation of the artist, Payne s style** 
became corrupt merely from its becoming too common, being so 
rendered from the folly of fashion; for so obviously simple and easily 
comprehensible was his process that all the mammas in the land were 
eager to obtain him as the instructor of their daughters.’ Mr. Payne 
for some years derived a large income from teaching, but failing to 
refiU and refresh his mind by studying from nature, he degenerated 
into the merest mannerist, and while the art was advancing on every 
side, he not only stood still, but sank into weakness and inanity. 

Another artist who aided in laying the foundation of our school of 
water-colour painting is John Smith. Bom in 1749, we have but htde 
record of his hfe and history, and have to trace his progress by his 
works. These, as they are mosdy dated, enable us to compare him 
with his feUow-artists, and to see how much or how htde he contri- 
buted to the general progress. Byron describes the diflEculty fame 
finds in registering the deeds of men who rejoice in like names with 
that of our artist: 

‘Men of pith. 

Sixteen named Thompson, and nineteen named Smith. ’ 

And he that would follow the course of Smith’s art in the catalogues 
and records of the day, will find it dfficult to make choice of the right 
man. Smith is said to have travelled in Italy with or for the Earl of 
Warwick, and thus to have acquired the cognomen of ‘Warwick’ 
Smith. 

His contemporaries said that he tinted his works almost to the force 
of oH-pamting; and Gainsborough is related to have remarked that 
‘he was the first water-colour painter who carried his intention 
through’; high praise from one so capable of judging, and made upon 
a larger view of his works than has fallen to our share. A writer in 
1808, in the Review of Publications of Fine Art, says of him that ‘he is 
the father of the system of colouring on paper, which at present 
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prevails almost universally;’ and adds, ‘we have heard, and indeed 
there are those among us who know, that Mr. John Smith first dis- 
covered and taught the junior artists the rationale of tempering their 
positive colours with die neutral grey formed by the mixture of red, 
blue and yellow: that this grey, constituted of all the primary colours, 
would harmonize with any, and form a common bond of concord 
with all, and that, tempered with a little more or less of warm or cool 
colours, as time or climate or season might require, it became the air 
tmt, or negative colour of the atmosphere which intervened between 
the eye and the several objects of the landscape*. He died in 183 1. 

We have traced thus far the progress of water-colour painting , 
from its topographic founders, through the changes they introduced 
into their practice, until, m the hands of Smith, Payne, and Cozens, 
it rose into a truly poetical art. 

Thomas Girtin was the first to give a full idea of the power of water- 
colour painting; the first wholly to change the pra.ctice of the art, to 
achieve in this medium richness and depth of colour, with perfect 
clearness and transparency, and the utmost boldness and facility of 
execution; the first who followed out a procedure the reverse of that 
which had hitherto prevailed — ^laying in the whole of his work with 
the true local colour of the various parts, and afterwards adding the 
shadows with their own local and mdividual tints. Girtin was bom in 
Southwark, on 18 February 1775, Like most other children, he 
early showed a great predilection for drawing, and covered every 
scrap of paper that came to hand with his boyish fancies; but as he 
himself said that ‘ other boys of his own age, ten or twelve, who 
amused themselves or idled in the same way, drew as well as liimself,* 
we may be assured that there was nothing very marked in these 
childish efforts. We do not learn how or when he became acquainted 
with Dr. Thomas Monro, but to this acquaintance he was indebted 
for good examples to study, for companionship with some of the 
rising youths of the day, and for soimd advice as to the practice of 
the art he soon resolved to follow. 

Dr. Monro, who then lived m the Adclphi Terrace, had formed, 
with the help of an inheritance from his father, a valuable and exten- 
sive collection of drawings by Marlow, Gainsborough, Hcame, 
Sandby, Rooker, Cozens, and others, and being himself a sincere 
lover of art, who had known most of tlicse painters in his youth, he 
had greatly added to his inherited collection. Towards the end of the 
last century, he opened his house and his well-filled fohos to the 
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young artists of the day. Girtin, Turner, Francia, Varley, Edridge, 
Linnell, and others gladly availing themselves of this privilege, 
attended at his house on stated evenings, to make copies and studies 
of the choice works he possessed, aided by the remarks of the doctor, 
who from his intimacy with the older artists was well able to speak as 
to the methods they employed, their various pigments, and the modes 
of using them. 

Dr. Monro also encouraged the young artists to sketch &om nature, 
and to bring their sketches and to work them into pictures at these 
evening meetings. Studies for their pencils abounded everywhere on 
the shores of the river overlooked by his house. Among others, the 
ruins of the old Savoy Palace furnished many subjects for them; and 
Girtin said that a study he made of the old steps of this ruined palace 
was a lesson from which he dated all the future knowledge which he 
displayed in the pictorial representation of ruined masonry. Here he 
studied detail carefully, m order to treat it afterwards with breadth. 
Girtin and Turner were well aware that the labour of the mind is 
higher than that of the hand, and that *it is not in the scene itself, 
however great, or however beautiful, that the merit of a picture 
consists; it is in the manner of treating it’. This axiom was a new one 
in water-colour art, which had begun in exact delineation, ignoring 
^any particular mode of viewing scenery. 

Girtin, in his young days, had taken drawing lessons from one 
Fisher, of Aldersgate Street; later in Hfe he was placed for a time to 
study art under Edward Dayes, pardy a topographer, partly an 
engraver— a man who knew well the general principles of art, and 
drew the figure passably well, but had litde of the genius of his pupil, 
whose rapid progress made the teacher jealous and unwilling to ad- 
mire works so different and so supenor to his own. Girtin visited 
many towns and cathedrals m order to sketch them, and the lakes of 
Cumberland and Westmorland. He also made excursions into Scot- 
land and Wales, both north and south, and soon began to treat 
mountain and lake scenery in a manner very different to that of his 
predecessors. One of the waters of the day tells us that ‘Girtin 
usually finished the greater part of his drawing on the spot’. We have 
no doubt that his less important works and his studies were wrought 
in this way; but that his finest works should be is inconsistent with the 
daring effects of cloud and storm, of gloom and the solemn massing 
of objects, embodied in his best pictures. Where, but in his own studio 
after deep observation on the spot, could such works have been 
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produced? One who had frequendy watched his progress tells us 
that ‘his finely coloured compositions were wrought with much 
study, and proportionate manual exertion*; and that though he did 
not hesitate, nor undo what he had once done, for he worked on 
principle, yet he reiterated his tints to produce ‘splendour and rich- 
ness, and repeated his depths to secure transparency of tones. He 
resolutely suppressed details, seeking for breadth and largeness of 
parts, qualities difficult to achieve in the presence of Nature.* 

When fully setded in the practice of his art we find him drawing 
chiefly on cartridge-paper of a rough surface and low tone of colour, 
choosing this material to work on for the scope it gave to his largeness 
of manner and omission of details, as well as for its low tone which 
accorded with the phase of nature he most loved to delineate. It has 
been well remarked that associating with Turner, workmg much 
with him at Dr. Monro’s house, and ever in emulous but friendly 
rivalry, it is curious how markedly unlike are the works of the two 
painters; the direction of Turner’s art in water-colours was rather 
towards Hght, and the effects of Ught and atmosphere; that of Girtin 
to largeness of parts, generalization, and gloomy grandeur. 

Girtin was fond of contrasting cool shadows with warm and 
brilHant Kghts spread over the picturesque ruins in which he delighted, 
giving by these means an appearance of sunshine and a splendour of 
effect, starthng to those who had been accustomed to the tamer 
manner of the topographers, or even to the poetical tenderness of the 
works of Cozens. 

Girtin washed in his skies with a mixture of indigo and lake, and 
the shadows of his clouds with light red and indigo, or Indian red and 
indigo. The warm tone of the cartridge paper served for the lights, 
and was enhanced by being opposed to the azure, and to the cool 
tints of the clouds. It is said that the wire-marked cartridge he loved 
to work on was only to be obtained at a stationer’s at Charing Cross, 
and was folded in quires. As the half-sheet was not large enough for 
his purpose he had to spread out the sheet, and the crease of the fold- 
ing being at times more absorbent than the other parts of the paper, 
a dark blot was caused across the sky, and indeed across the whole 
picture in many of his works. This defect was at first tolerated on 
account of the great originality and ment of his works, and gradually 
it gave a higher value to those in which it occurred, being considered 
a proof of their originality. For his light stone-tints, Girtin used thin 
washes of Roman ochre, laid on tolerably wet, adding light red 
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ochre and. lake to vary the effect; for brick buildings he used burnt 
sienna, madder brown, and lake with the ochres, at times contrasting 
these warm tints with indigo and even with pure ultramarine. 

For finishing the foreground when the local colour was to be 
represented with the fullest force, Girtin used Vandyck brown and 
Cologne earth. His greens, which were mostly very negative, were 
composed of gamboge, indigo, and burnt sienna, the two latter pre- 
dominating. Occasionally he gave the fullest richness, by yellow-lake, 
brown-pink and Prussian blue, shading the trees widi indigo and 
burnt sienna, and adding, in the most neutral parts, a beautiful and 
harmonious shadow tint, composed of grey and madder brown, 
which, mingling at times with the indigo and burnt sienna, gave 
great harmony, and kept up that feeling of ‘tone’ which is so marked 
a quality in 'his pictures. Girtin made his greys sometimes with 
Venetian red and indigo, or Indian red and indigo, and a series of 
harmonious warm and cool greys with Roman ochre, indigo, and 
lake, mixed in varied degrees. 

He had but one maimer, and that he had nearly perfected when 
he died; and it is just possible that had he Hved to be popular he 
might have become somewhat of a chiqueur; indeed his use of cartridge 
and more especially his indifference to, nay, even affectation in, 
parading what was really a blot upon his work, shows the spirit of a 
mannerist, a spirit very hkely to grow upon a man when he finds 
even his faults magnified into beauties. 

Girtin’s success, the bold and vigorous manner in which he wrought, 
the unrivalled ease and mastery of his touch, made a great impression 
on the pubhe. His instruction was much sought after, and reams of 
paper were covered with splashes of Vandyck brown, Roman ochre, 
and indigo blue. The artists of the day also sought to imitate his 
style. We are even told that Fran9ois Louis Thomas Francia (1772- 
1839) produced many spurious Girtins; and others far less able than 
Francia made coarse compositions, opposing hot and cold colours 
with a crudity and harshness that rendered the school and the style 
for a time distasteful. 

Dayes and other writers speak of Girtin’s intemperance and 
irregularities, and we fear there must be some cause for censure. Yet 
there are those who treat the matter more Hghdy, telling us that he 
was shy, and rather sought the company of his inferiors than of the 
cultivated and well-bred; and this not, as in Morland’s case, because 
he loved low society, but because he felt more at his ease, and could 
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indulge his leisure in idleness. Thus, in travelling to the north, he 
would take his passage in a colher, and delight to live in common 
with die crew, eating salt beef, smoking, and drinking grog with 
them, cnjoymg their rough jokes and noisy songs. And on his country 
journeys, the kitchen of the litde roadside inn was sought by him in 
preference, where he found subjects and characters suited to his 
feeling of the picturesque. Latterly, his evenings were frequendy 
passed at the house of one Harris, a frame-maker, in Gerrard Street, 
Soho, where Morland also frequendy resorted. This Harris was a 
dealer in drawings, and knew well his advantage in having two such 
men in his keeping, as he made much money by both of them; for 
Girtin, like his companion, rather inclined to sell his works through a 
dealer than to those who wished to possess them. He is said to have 
been of a kind and friendly disposition — known as honest Tom 
Girtin amongst liis associates, and quite ready to tell whatever he 
knew in art to whoever sought his assistance and advice. For two or 
three winters before his death he belonged to a ‘Sketching Society*; 
probably the precursor of the one diat existed almost to our own day, 
and having rules nearly similar. No society could have been more 
respectable; and it would seem to show that if his habits had been 
loose and intemperate, he was in a fair way to improvement. 

In his twenty-third year he painted a panorama of London, as seen 
from the roof of the Albion flour-mills, which is said to have been 
much admired; though LesHe laments that any portion of so short 
and valuable a life as Girtin’s should have been wasted on so transient 
a work. After Girtin*s death the panorama was sold to a Russian 
nobleman, who took it to his own country. Girtin*s health broke 
down, we know not from what cause, and at the short peace in 1802 
he was advised to visit Paris with a view to its restoration; his com- 
plaint was on the lungs — asthma, or consumption, for accounts 
differ. FeeHng lonely while in Paris, he occupied himself by making 
above twenty sketches of buildings and views in that city; these on 
his return he etched on soft ground, and had the effect laid in from 
his drawings in aquatint. He also painted two scenes from his Paris 
views for Covent Garden Theatre. Thus striving against illness, and 
energetic to the last, we find tliis man, charged with intemperate 
habits, doing enough to wear out one of sound health; but whether 
paying the penalty of past errors, or of overwrought strength, his 
disease became hopeless, and he died at his lodgings in the Strand, at 
one Norman’s, a frame-maker. 
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He was buried in the churchyard of St. Paul’s, Covent Garden, 
where a stone was shortly after erected — ‘To the memory of Thomas 
Girtin, artist, who departed this life i November 1802.’ Before 
Girtin’s early death he had married, and had one son, afterwards a 
surgeon at Islington, and a diligent collector of all his father’s works 
that came within his means. Several fine drawings firom his collection 
were shown in the International Exhibition of 1862. The original 
drawings Girtin made were in the possession of the Earl of Essex. 

Thus we have seen that to the poetry of the art, as practised by 
Cozens, Girtin added power — ^power of effect, power of colour and 
tone, and power of execution. ‘ Sobered tints of exquisite truth and 
broad chiaroscuro,’ says Leslie, ‘are his prevailing characteristics;’ 
but as we have remarked, his strength wanted refinement and 
delicacy — ^wanted range and variety, qualities which it was left to 
his friend and companion Turner to supply. Girtin died just as he was 
rising into eminence— -just as he was about to prove whether he had 
or had not resources beyond those he had already exhibited. Turner 
was destined to live and to become a landscape painter, both in 
water-colour and oil, such as the world had hardly yet seen; as such 
we shall have a long chapter to devote to him in the history of art, 
and it is only to show his relation to the progress of painting in water- 
colours that we give him space in this. 

We are told that during Girtin’s short career his works were as- 
tonishingly numerous, yet we are unacquainted with any treasury 
of his sketches such as we possess of only the early days of Turner. 

Turner, early in his water-colour practice, realized a new and ^a 
great truth in art, and this he afterwards carried out in his oil pictures 
also. Others had tried to give the true effect of light by sacrificing 
the shadows, hence the heavy forced shadows of even the otherwise 
truthful Dutchmen, and the rule, adopted almost as a law, of making 
the foregrounds dark. Turner on the contrary sought to give the 
true colour of shadows, and of objects in shadow, and as we have hut 
a confused range between the pigments representing light and dark, 
he had necessarily in a degree to sacrifice his lights; and was continu- 
ally endeavouring to increase their brighmess and breadth, and by 
•this means to maJte his gradations as infinitesimal as possible. In the 
oil paintings of his middle and last periods this^ is especially seen; in 
his water-colours, after he had once obtained the mastery of his 
means, it is always evident. 

Thus though somewhat younger than Girtin, Turner was really 
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ahead of him in art, an opinion which was held by his contem- 
poraries also; for before Girtin died, Turner had already been elected 
both an associate and an academician, and must have owed the former 
distinction at least to his works in water-colours. 

In his sketches, properly studied, we may trace not only Turner’s 
progress, but Turner’s processes and his art-principles. With Girtin 
and others, we find him assiduously copying the works of Heame, 
Cozens, and Paul Sandby, in those evening meetings at Dr. Monro’s. 
Under Thomas Malton (1748-1804), himself a clever topographic 
artist, Turner studied perspective, and studied it thoroughly; we 
know that Malton was well qualified to teach even such a pupil as 
Turner, and this teaching perhaps led the pupil in later life to accept 
the professorship of perspective at the Royal Academy. As soon, 
however, as Turner had passed his pupilage, as soon as he began to 
see and study nature for himself, he not only gave up the tinting 
method which he had thus learned, and adopted the practice of 
laying in his pictures with the local colour first, but he adopted it in 
a manner wholly his own — a manner whose gradual development, 
until it arrived at full perfection, is to be studied in his sketches better 
even than in his finished pictures. 

His practice seems to have been to lay in his warm and cool colours 
opposed to each other in general masses; beginning with delicate and 
transparent washes, repeating them with slight variations of the 
local colour, as seen in light or in shade, to break up the masses and 
give variety and texture, yet stiU preserving great transparency in his 
early painting, and paying attention to litde more than the merest 
generalities of form. Sometimes, when the masses of light and cool 
colour had been somewhat advanced, he washed, or otherwise 
abraded the surface of his paper, and then wrought out the details 
of form on this surface by luminous shadows varied according to the 
general hue of the mass, as light or dark, warm or cold; gradually 
feeling out by such means, with extreme delicacy, the minor forms 
and details, until these were sufScicntly pronounced for their position, 
either as distance, mid-distance, or foreground. By such means, 
while he kept up the transparency of his work, he achieved endless 
variety, delicate gradations, great breadth, and great atmosphere in 
his pictures; and in all stages of their progress, the general effect was 
at the same time maintained. 

Of course this power was not obtained at once. We sec in his early 
works a gradual transition from tinted drawings to local colouring, 
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and thence, by gradual advances, to the method above described. As 
Turner arrived at perfect knowledge and perfect mastery, he adopted 
or invented new means to perfect his surfaces and give quality and 
texture; such as damping the masses of colour, and cleansing them 
of irregularities by picking or blotting out portions of the tint, or 
sharpening the edges of ligjit and giving forms of foliage, buildings 
or figures, by taking out lights with bread, or damp rag. Again by 
wetting dark masses of tint, and when in a wet state, by scraping out 
lights with a bluntish knife; cutting out sharp lights firom the surface 
of the paper, to give broad high lights on white drapery, buildings, 
or animals, or the glistening and sun-lighted edges of leaves; stippling 
to flatten and give breadth to skies and distances; or to neutralize 
and harmonize colour by juxtaposition of hues and tints. Turner used 
no white or opaque pigments in his pictures: yet no one knew better 
than he did the value and use of white, for he used it freely in sketch- 
ing firom nature, and in studying his pictures, cither on a very delicate 
greyish tint, on a darker greyish blue paper, on cartridge paper, or 
even on white paper, of which there are numerous examples at South 
Kensington. Many of his fine studies of skies are so treated, and when- 
ever he sought great rapidity, he freely used white; but in his finished 
pictures he purposely avoided it, even to the end of his career. 

At a meeting where many water-colour painters were present, J. C. 
Horsley, R.A., was exclaiming against the injurious practice of J. D. 
Harding and others, who, by the use of white and opaque pigments, 
were bringing about a total change in a beautiful art. He was joined 
by the late Mr. Munro of Novar, who, having accidentally overheard 
him, supported his remarks by saying: T am glad to hear your re- 
marks, Mr. Horsley. Turner himself was of the same opinion; he 
declared to me that water-colour painting would be totally ruined 
and lose all its individuality and beauty by the bad practice of ming- 
ling opaque with transparent colour.’ Tliis anecdote supports the 
conclusion we have arrived at firom the examination of his works, 
and shows that on principle he avoided the use of solid pigments. By 
the removal of the surface of his paper Turner obtained all the 
advantages arising firom the use of white, without the danger of 
losing the transparency and harmony of tone supplied by the creamy 
colour of the paper, and which is sometimes lost by the careless or 
improper use of white. 

Landscape and figure painting in tempera or body colour were 
practised both by our own countrymen and foreigners side by side 
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With tinted drawings, yet no one seems to have thought of mingling 
the two methods or, for some time, of the possibility, in transparent 
colours, of laying m the local tints first, and afterwards defining the 
Hghts and shadows, as did the tempera painters. The tempera painter 
continued to the end to ignore liis white ground (die paper), and 
to lay in his work sohdly, even to the sky, overlooking the possibihty 
of mingling the two, as is done so effectively in the present day. 

It will be perceived that we estimate Turner’s influence on the 
progress of water-colour painting as far greater than Girtin’s, or of 
any of his predecessors; yet while we give Turner the highest place, 
both for art and execution, we cannot credit even him with the 
invention or first use of all the processes which he so successfully 
adopted in landscape painting, and which have so gready added to 
the resources of the rising school. We opened this chapter with some 
account of the methods of working of the miniature painters, derived 
from a long ancestry. In their practice we have seen that many, if 
not all, those executive means had been long in use; among others, 
even that which produced the great change in the art from tinting 
to water-colour painting, namely, die laying in the subject from the 
first with its local colours. 

This branch of art, at the time Girtm and Turner were progressing 
together in landscape, numbered many clever men — such as Hamilton, 
Shelley, Westall, and others; men who did not practise merely 
miniature painting in water-colours, but painted subjects from history 
or poetry consisting of single figures or groups, wlierem the use of 
the local colour from the first — ^washing, stipphng, and even the 
addition of white or body colour — ^were part of the method em- 
ployed. A figure of Eve, in the South Kensington Museum, by 
Wdliam Hamilton, R.A. (1751-1801), is rich and full of colour, the 
shadows being hatched in over the local colour of the flesh. Agam, 
Richard Westall, R.A. (1765-1836), was ten years older than cither 
Turner or Girtin, and had practised as a miniature and figure painter 
for many years before they effected the change of manner in landscape 
art. His works also were rich and full in colour, and of great beauty 
of execution, as wc learn by the following anecdote. We arc told that 
he took some of them to Northcote to ask his advice, and that, after 
attentively examining them, Northcote exclaimed, ‘Why, this is 
something new in art. How do’ec do it? I did not beUeve that water- 
colour could be brought to this perfection. Why, young man, these 
arc the most beautiful specimens of the art I have seen. I would give 
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the world to do such things*. From which we may infer that it was 
the rich quality of the works, joined to delicacy of execution, that 
pleased the pupil of Sir Joshua. 

Moreover, many of the oil painters wrought in water-colours 
certainly with more richness and colour than the topographers. We 
have heard of, but not seen, works in this medium by Wright of 
Derby; some by Gainsborough, which we have seen, were far in 
advance of the tinted drawings of the day, and may have lent sug- 
gestions towards the change of practice. Thus we have traced painting 
in water-colours from mere topography, until it took its true rank as 
a fine art. In a future chapter we shall enter upon the history of the 
art, when its professors became numerous, and when its rivalry with 
oil led to combinations among those who practised it, in order to 
secure for the new art its fair representation before the public. 
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those of Cooper. It has been said that he could only draw die face, 
but this is a mistake: he was assuredly a correct and powerful 
draughtsman. 

Following these distinguished miniaturists, we find Thomas 
Flatman (1633-1688). He was of New College, Oxford, and was 
called to the bar; but he did not succeed, and he left the law for the 
arts. He arrived at much excellence in his miniature portraits, and 
his works were higlJy esteemed. They were on rather a larger scale 
than those of his predecessors, more largely painted in body colour, 
and though not wanting in character, were less refined in their 
drawing and manner. Flatman is also known as a poet, and his Songs 
and Poems, pubhshed in 1674, reached a diird edition within ten years. 
Alexander Browne, a miniaturist of the same period, painted Charles 
II, the Countess Stuart, the Prince of Orange, and other notables, and 
was also a writer. He published, in 1669, Ars Pictoria, The Art of 
Painting, Limning, and Etching. In Queen Anne’s reign, Leivis Crosse 
(d. 1724) excelled in miniature, and in miniature copies of the Italian 
masters, and had many of the nobihty for his sitters. He possessed a 
fine collection of miniatures, which he sold in 1722. He died in 1724. 
Charles Boit (d.1727) was of the same period. Bom in Sweden, the 
son of a Frenchman, he came early to England, and his art was 
English. He was a jeweller, and not being successful here in that 
trade, he tried to gain a livelihood by teaching drawing. Walpole 
says that he had inveigled one of his pupils, the daughter of a general 
officer, into a promise of marriage, and that the affair being discovered 
Boit was thrown into prison, where, during two years’ confinement, 
he studied enamel painting. He practised the art in London with very 
great success, and received extravagant prices for his work. His 
colour was frequently crude and disagreeable. The difficulties of his 
art are shown in his attempt to execute an unusually large plate for 
the Queen, representing her Majesty, Prince George of Denmark, 
and the chief officers of her Court. He received very considerable 
advances for this work; but though he built a furnace for the purpose, 
he was unable to lay an enamel ground over the large surface of his 
plate, and failed after many experiments. The Queen had died in the 
meanwhile. Boit ran into debt, and fled to France, where he was well 
received, and where lois works were greatly admired. He died suddenly 
at Paris about 1726. Bernard Lens, born in London, 1683, died 1740, 
was distinguished in miniature, and was appointed miniature painter 
and cnamcller to George II. He was also much esteemed for his 
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miniature copies after Rubens and Vandyck. He left two sons who 
followed his profession, as did also his nephew, Louis Goupy, 

These artists were Englishmen, with the exception of Boit, who, 
however, belongs to our school. We have only an exceptional 
knowledge of their art, which, from its character, is not easily 
identified. Yet we cannot doubt, from what is known, that their 
reputation in their own day may be taken as a test of their merits. 
Approaching the time when the memories of artists and their works 
were more regarded, we find many notices of Christian Frederick 
Zincke, and in the British Museum, the genial portrait of the old man 
seated at his work — ^no doubt as true as a photograph — with all the 
accessories of his art. He was bom at Dresden, in 1684, came to 
England in his twenty-second year, and became the pupil of Boit. 
He pursued enamel painting with great success. His drawing was 
graceful; his works simple and refined in expression; his colour 
pleasing. He soon equalled, and then excelled his master, almost 
rivalling Petitot. He met with such great encouragement that his 
industry could hardly keep pace with his sitters; and he was especially 
patronized by George II and his queen. His eyesight failing in 1746, 
he retired from his profession, and died in South Lambeth in 1767. 
Ehs enamels are well known; several are in the royal collection, and 
though his works are numerous, their merit has always secured for 
them a high price. James Deacon, a young English artist, on Zincke’s 
retirement, took his house in Tavistock Street, Covent Garden. 
Deacons miniatures are full of character and expression, and though 
elaborately careful, are in a very masterly style. But he had scarcely 
begun his career, which was one of much promise, when, attending 
as a witness at the Old Bailey, he caught the gaol fever, and died in 
1750. At this time Gervase Spencer became celebrated for his minia- 
tures. He had been a gendeman’s servant, and having a natural talent 
for art, he gained by his own perseverance many eminent sitters, and 
became the fashionable painter of his day. His enamel portraits were 
collected and exliibited m 1762, and he died in the following year. 

The dehcate art of the enameller connects itself closely with the 
craft of the jeweller and the gold-chaser in their highest branches. To 
these trades — ^we would rather call them arts — the great enamellers 
Petitot and Boit were bred; and in George Michael Moser, R.A., we 
have another enameller who was led to art by the same road. He was, 
in the true sense of the word, an omamentist Eminent as a painter, 
modeller, sculptor, and teacher, he is particularly distinguished by his 
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medals and enamels. He was bom at Schaffhausen in 1704, and came 
to England when young. As manager of the St. Martin’s Lane Schools, 
and one of the foundation members, and the first keeper of the 
Royal Academy, the arts of this country owe too much to him to 
permit his exclusion from any connected account of their progress. 
His chief works will be found on the trinkets of the day, which, 
according to the prevailing fashion, were ornamented by his beauti- 
ful and tasteful enamels, and we are told that he was paid a high 
price for two fine portraits of the young Prmce of Wales and the 
Duke of York, which he painted in enamel on a watch-case for 
George III, for whom he also executed the Great Seal of England. He 
died jn 1783. His only daughter, Mary Moser, bom in 1744, an 
admirable flower painter, was one of the original members of the 
Royal Academy. She was an amiable, lively, clever woman, and 
was reputed to have formed an unrequited passion for Fuseli. Her 
letters prove her desire to establish a literary flirtation with him. 
Perhaps this was the extent of her weakness, for she married a Captain 
Lloyd, a military officer, and afterwards only practised art as an 
amusement. She died in 1819. 

The artist, however, who, though a long way behind him, ranked 
first in miniature art after Zincke, was Nathaniel Hone, R.A, He was 
the son of a merchant in Dublin, and was born dicre about 1718. He 
had a natural love of painting, and was a self-taught genius; he soon 
made his way to England and practised portrait painting in several 
parts of the coimtry, more especially at York, where he married a 
lady of some property, and shortly afterwards came to London and 
setded. Here he was die fashionable miniature painter, particularly 
on enamel, and he became one of the foundation members of the 
.Roy^ Academy. We do not know on what provocation, but he had 
the temerity to lampoon the President in a picture which he sent for 
exhibition, and also the gende Kauffmann. This brought upon him the 
anger of the Academy. They rejected these objectionable works, and 
he then made an exhibition of them with between sixty and seventy 
of his other works in 1775, but does not appear,* like poor Barry, to 
have met with expulsion for his contumacy. Hone was a clever artist; 
he painted in oil, scraped some good mezzotints, and is known as an 
etcher and as the collector of some good pictures. His. miniatures 
were hot in colour, and wanting generally in refinement of execution 
and beauty of finish, but they are by no means without merit. He 
died in 1784. 



NATHANIEL HONE AND OTHERS 


169 


At the same time flourished Jeremiah Meyer, R.A., bom in Wur- 
temberg in 1735. He came to this country at the age of fourteen, and 
was reputed to have been a pupil of Zincke, though M. Rouquet says 
Zincke never had a pupil. He was an industrious student in the St. 
Martin’s Lane Academy, and proved himself a good draughtsman. 
He was appointed enamel painter to George III, and miniature 
painter to the Queen, and arrived at great excellence. He gave power 
and elegance to his work by the study of his contemporary Reynolds, 
and his miniatures please by their life-like truth and expression, added 
to a quiet refinement of colour. He was one of the original members 
of the Royal Academy, and died in 1789. Hayley thus complimented 

his art ‘Though small its field, thy pencil may presume 
To ask a wreath, where flowers eternal bloom.’ 

Richard Collins, bom m 1755, was the pupil of Meyer. He prac- 
tised miniature and enamel for some time among the fashionable 
world at Bath, and for a while in Dublin. He was appointed miniature 
painter to George III, and painted some fine portraits of the Bang 
and the royal family. He was largely patronized, and his works were 
looked upon as the gems of the Academy exhibitions. He retired 
from Ins profession with a comfortable competence about 1811, and 
died about 1831, aged seventy-seven years. With him Samuel Shelley 
(and Cosway, of whom we shall presently speak more at large) 
divided the fashionable patronage of the day. Shelley was bom in 
Whitechapel, about 1750, and had little instruction in art He copied 
Reynolds, founded his style upon him, and became a nch and 
harmomous colourist. He was distinguished for his miniature por- 
traits, and for his treatment of historical subjects in miniature. He 
was one of the founders of the Water-colour Society, and died in 
1808. We must not omit Aso James Nixon, A,R.A., bom about 1741, 
died 1812, who was appointed limner to the Prince Regent, and 
miniature painter to the Duchess of York; or Charles Shirreff (c. 1750- 
post 1831), a deaf and dumb painter of the same period, who prac- 
tised at Bath about the last quarter of the last century. Both artists 
took a first place among miniature painters. 

Ozias Humphry, R.A., bom at Honiton 1742, was another dis- 
tinguished miniaturist. His passion for drawing induced his parents 
to send him to London, where he became a student in the St. Martin’s 
Lane School. He afterwards practised for some time at Bath, and 
then, invited by Reynolds, returned to London. In 1766 he exhibited 
G 
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a miniature at die Spring Gardens Exhibition, which was gready 
extolled, and was purchased by the Ejug, who presented liim with 
100 guineas, and gave him commissions to paint the Queen and 
other members of the royal family. He continued to practise his art 
with increasing success till 1772, when an accident caused so severe an 
injury that he travelled in Italy for his recovery, and made, during 
five years, a study of the great works there. Returning in 1777, he 
wished to try historic art; but neidier in diat, nor in his portraits in 
od, did he meet with the success secured by his early miniatures. He 
was elected an A.R.A. in 1779. He embarked for India in 1785; and 
visiting the different provinces, painted the distinguished native 
princes, nabobs, and otliers. Compelled to return in 1788 by failing 
health, he resumed miniature painting in London. He again found 
plenty of employment, and m 1791 was elected an R.A.; but his 
hcaltli was exhausted, his eyesight impaired, and, though after some 
rest he was enabled to resume his profession in the less minute 
manner of crayon drawings, wliich he followed very successfully 
till 1797, his eyesight then suddenly and finally failed. His miniatures, 
before those of any other, remind us of the excellences and graces of 
Reynolds. He excelled in sweetness of colour and in expression, and 
both in irdniature and crayons he displayed the greatest taste, and was 
■deemed the head of his profession for many years. He died in 1810. 

Richard Costvay^ R,A., was a hero of another class, a genius of 
another feather. Gossip of him is still rife, and the macaroni miniature 
painter, quack, charlatan, or by whatever epithet he has been assailed 
by jealous caricaturists or envious rivals, has never been denied the 
title of an artist of the first rank. He was bom in 1740, at Tiverton, 
where his father was master of the pubhc school; and showing a 
fixed attachment to drawing, he was sent to London, and became the 
pupil of Hudson. He was at the same time a student at the St. Martin’s 
Lane School, and afterwards at the Royal Academy. His abilities soon 
gained liim notice. He had formed his taste by a careful study of the 
antique, and drew witli freedom and elegance. He began life as a 
teacher in Parr’s Drawing School, and drew heads for die shops, and 
fancy miniatures, not always of die most chaste class, for snuff-boxes; 
but his prominent abilities soon found him higher employment, and 
he rose rapidly to be die miniaturist of liis day — ^his works not 
fashionable merely but the fashion itself. He was celebrated for his 
small whole-lengths; the figure tastefully drawn in pencil, in a 
manner entirely original, and in a sketchy style of easy elegance, the 



RICHARD COSWAY 


I7I 

face carefully and usually liigKly finished in colour. Thus he drew all 
the beauties of the day, and, it is said, all the affianced brides. His 
miniatures on ivory were exquisitely wrought; they excel in finish, 
grace, colour and, above all, in expression; they never fail to charm, 
and are soil as deservedly prized as by their first possessors. But his 
ideal went beyond his sitter, and he added a beauty and grace of his 
own, which, while it detracted from the accuracy of his bkeness, 
was, nevertheless, an error on the right side — a fault wliich was 
readily overlooked or forgiven. His talent and great reputation 
gained him an early admission to the Academy. He was elected an 
A.R.A. in 1770 and an R.A. in 1771. 

In person, Cosway was not only little, but mean. He assumed great 
airs, and his vanity tempted him to deck himself in portraits ipse 
pinxit, in the most ludicrously gorgeous costume. Aiming also at a 
luxurious manner of life, his house, and especially his studio, was 
filled with costly works of art, jewels, china, silks, gems, and gew- 
gaws of every description, and was the resort of idle fashion and rank, 
including the Prince Regent himself, whose favourite beauties Cosway 
had painted and flattered, and of whose favour and intimacy he 
boasted. His wife was a congenial helpmate, and by her talents, 
beauty, and great musical abilities she added iclat to the splendour of 
his crowded parties. 

Maria Cosway was the daughter of an English hotel-keeper at 
Florence, bom in 1759, and claims our notice on her own merits as a 
miniaturist and a painter. Nagler, who gives a long description in dhe 
most stilted language of her personal charms, her talents, and her 
paintings, says, ‘the English galleries are fid! of her exquisite works’, 
and then turns to Richard Cosway as ‘husband of the foregoing’! 
Without joining in such high-flown opinions, we must admit that 
she was certainly a clever artist; she painted m in iatures well, but not 
professionally; she also painted both for BoydeU’s Shakespeare and 
Macklin’s Poets, and exhibited several compositions, which were of 
much merit, and were well engraved; of her character it is more diffi- 
cult now to speak. She lias been called a splendid specimen of human- 
ity, and is said to have run away fi:om her husband. She certainly 
joined in all her husband’s vain extravagance, and the pair were the 
wonder and whisper of the town. For a time she resided in Paris in 
much gay luxury, and finally abandoned her husband in 1804, to be- 
come the superior of a religious house at Lyons, and only returned to 
England after the lapse of many years, in time to erect a monument 
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to his memory. Of him we have only to add that, witli age, his 
eccentricities and vanities increased. He believed in Swedenborg, and 
in animal magnetism. He held conversations with more than one 
person of the Trinity, and conversed with liis wife, who was absent 
in Mantua, through some pccuhar medium or additional sense. 
Whether he acted the charlatan in all this, or believed himself 
inspired — most probably the former — ^he at last professed to be able 
to raise the dead; and he asserted to his niece, the daughter of Dr. 
‘Syntax’ Coombe, that the Virgin Mary had sat to him several times, 
for a half-length figure, which he had just finished. He died m 1821, 
at a very advanced age, having for some years been prevented by 
sickness from following his profession, survived by his wife who 
Uved on till 1838. 

Some of our eminent miniaturists have practised their art both in 
enamel and on ivory; others have painted exclusively on one only of 
these materials. Cosway was of the latter class, his practice, if we 
except his drawings, was confined to ivory. Henry Bone, was 
an enamellist, who attained great celebrity in that art alone; and, as 
seems to be peculiar to the painters whose pigments are fluxed on 
metal, he had, m his early career, been engaged in processes where 
the furnace was used. He was bom at Truro, in 1755, ^d was ap- 
prenticed to a chma-manufacturer at Plymouth. Commencing life as 
a painter of flowers and landscapes on china, in the processes con- 
nected with diat manufacture, he obtained the knowledge which 
led him on to the higher practice on metal. He removed with the 
manufacturer to whom he was apprenticed to Bristol, and, on die 
termination of his apprenticeship in 1778, he came to London, and 
found employment as an enameller of watches and trinkets, occa- 
sionally painting a miniature in water-colour. The fashion of enamel- 
ling devices on jewellery then changmg, he determined to try for 
employment in works of a higher class, and after much study of his 
colours and the required fluxes, he painted the ‘ Sleeping Girl’ after 
Reynolds, and then a portrait of his wife, which he exhibited at the 
Royal Academy in 1780, and which at once attracted public notice. 
He continued to execute such device-painting as was offered him, 
and, pursuing his studies meanwhile, was able to produce from his 
own design ‘A Muse and Cupid’ of a size far exceeding anything 
hitherto finished in enamel. 

His works were now held in general estimation. He was noticed by 
the Prince of Wales (who for several years purchased his best pictures). 
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and was largely employed; he was elected an A.R.A. in 1801, an R.A. 
in 1811, and was appointed enamel painter successively to George III, 
George IV, and "William IV. He executed in enamel many portraits 
from his own sitters, but his most valued works were those after 
Reynolds, Titian, Raphael, and Murillo. He also executed a series of 
portraits of the Russell family from the time of Henry VII and of 
the Royalists distinguished during the Civil War; and from the royal 
and other collections eighty-five portraits of the great men of Queen 
Elizabeth’s reign. These works were of course all copies, and it seems 
a peculiarity of the enameUef s art, arising perhaps from its uncertain, 
difficult, and laborious processes, that the artist is tempted aside from 
original effort to seek, though it places him in the second rank, 
reputation and profit as a copyist of the celebrated or favourite works 
of the great masters. Of this class was his ‘Bacchus and Ariadne*, 
after Titian, which he sold for 2,200 guineas. His eyesight failing 
and no wonder after such trying labours, he retired to Somers Town. 
He had brought up and educated a large family, and was reluctantly 
compelled to receive the Royal Academy pension. He died in his 
seventy-eighth year, in 1834, complaining in his old age that his 
artist friends had forgotten him. His works were sold after his death, 
greatly beneath their value, and his collection of Elizabethan por- 
traits, of which he left the refusal to the Government for ^^5,000, was 
dispersed. 

Founding his manner somewhat on the pencilled portraits of 
Cosway, Henry Edridge, A,R,A., rose to a well-earned distinction as a 
miniature painter. He was the son of a tradesman in St. James’s, 
Westminster, and was born in Paddington in 1768, bemg one of five 
children left dependent upon a young widowed mother with only a 
scant provision. By her he was chiefly educated, and, showing an 
early predilection for art, was, at the age of fourteen, apprenticed to 
William Pether (the cousin of old Pether) who was a portrait and 
miniature painter, and distinguished by his mezzotint engraving. At 
sixteen Edridge was admitted as a student to the Royal Academy, and 
in 1786 gained the Academy silver medal and with it the notice of the 
President, Reynolds, of whose portraits he was permitted to make 
miniature copies for his own improvement. After a time he laid 
aside engraving and, continuing the study of miniature, established 
himself as a portrait pamter. His earliest works were on ivory, but 
afterwards his portraits were executed with much spirit on paper with 
the black lead pencil or with washes of Indian ink. This maimer, 
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however, after several years, he discontinued and worked in water- 
colours, touching in the figure in a slight, graceful manner, but 
finishing the head. In such works his finish was remarkable for its 
brilliancy and truth, uniting richness with freedom and freshness, 
perhaps acquired by his ^tudy of Reynolds. He had also a great taste 
for landscape art, which he had cultivated in his intimacy with 
Thomas Heame; and, in 1817, and again in 1819, he visited France 
and found many subjects for his pencil in the picturesque beauties of 
Paris and the fine Gothic edifices of Normandy. These he drew 
chiefly with the pencil, but he also made finished water-colour land- 
scape drawings, which possess great merit. In 1820 he was elected an 
associate of the Royal Academy. He was then in ill-health and in a 
desponding state; he had lost his daughter in her seventeenth year, 
followed by his only remaining child, a son of the same age, and his 
constitution sank under the last blow. He died of an attack of asthma 
in 1821, and was buried in Bushey church)"ard by liis friend Dr. 
Monro, whose name is so well known in art. 

Early in the nineteenth century, Andrew Robertson rose to eminence 
as a miniature painter, and came to be regarded in his day as the 
father of his art. He was born at Aberdeen in 1777 and was the son of 
a cabinetmaker. In 1800 he walked up to London to seek his fortune. 
He was noticed by Benjamin West, who sat to him for his portrait. 
His miniatures are correct in drawing, and well finished, though 
sometimes crude in colour, and have the appearance of being correct 
likenesses with good expression. They possessed such merit as to 
attract great patronage; but they wanted those perfections which 
are indicative of that true genius given only to the few. He enjoyed a 
considerable reputation for above thirty years, and on retiring from 
his profession in 1844, the most distinguished miniature painters 
presented him with a piece of plate in testimony of liis merits. It has 
been said that he might have risen to higher eminence if his love of 
art had been undivided; but he was gready attached to music, and 
was renowned for his skill on the viohn. He was also a contributor 
of articles on art to the Literary Gazette, and gave much of his time 
to the promotion of charitable institutions. He was a member of 
the Associated Artists in Water-colours. He died at Hampstead, 
6 December 1845. 

Coming nearer to our own times and to our own personal recollec- 
tions and friendships, we have to speak o£ Alfred Edward Chalon, R,A., 
who for one generation at least held a distinguished rank as the 
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fashionable portrait painter in water-coloun. He came of an ancient 
French family which had left France at the revocation of the Edict of 
Nantes, and had been long settled in Geneva. His grandfather was 
wounded at the battle of the Boyne, where he served as a volunteer 
in a French Protestant regiment under Wilham the Third (whose 
military pass the family possessed). His father, to whom some pro- 
perty had descended, left Geneva on the troubles which followed 
the breaking out of the French Revolution, and with his young family 
settled in England. He was appointed Professor of the French Language 
and Literature at the Royal Mihtary College, Sandhurst, and after- 
wards, coming nearer to London, lived for many years in Kensington 
Square, with his wife, two sons, and a daughter. Alfred Chalon, the 
younger of the two boys, was bom at Geneva in 1780, and with his 
brother was first placed in a large mercantile house, but the drudgery 
was equally distasteful to both; they had a desire to be artists, for 
which their talents eminently fitted them, and with the consent of 
their father they both studied art- Alfred became a student of the 
Royal Academy in 1797. He was gifted with great taste and 'power, 
and soon acquired a bold vigorous style of drawing. He devoted 
himself chiefly to portraiture in water-colours, and became distin- 
guished by his genius, fancy, and great feeling for brilliant colour. 
His full-length portraits in this manner, usually about ten inches high, 
as well as his miniatures on ivory, were full of character, were painted 
with a dashing facile grace, and were never common place. His 
draperies and accessories were drawn with spirit and elegance, 
imitating aU the vagaries fashion can commit in lace and silk, and 
diough he was not a mannerist, he had a style peculiarly his own. 

Alfred Chalon was one of the members of the Associated Artists 
in Water-Colours, a short-lived society founded in 1808, and in the 
same year he and his brother, with a few friends, established ‘The 
Sketching Club’, of which we shall speak hereafter. In 1810 he 
exhibited his first picture at the Royal Academy. In 1812 he was 
elected an A.R.A.; in 1816 an R.A. His genius was not restricted to 
the limits prescribed by die use of water-colours. He exhibited many 
excellent works in oil, powerfully painted and treated with all the 
skilled manner of a master in that medium. 

We have had a difiiculty in speaking separately of the two Brothers 
Chalon, and the plan of our work seems wrong, in that it places even 
the art of the two in different chapters. Unmarried, diey had passed 
a long life together. They lived many years in Great Marlborough 
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Street, then in Wimpole Street, and finally removed to a part of the 
old house on Campden Hill, Kensington, which Alfred Chalon, full 
of pretty conceits, named ‘El buen Retiro’ ; but his brother’s paralytic 
attack foUowing soon after, his friends noticed that these words were 
removed from the gate, and repainted with the omission of the 
adjective, from a feeling of too presumptuous hopes, or possibly a 
presentiment of approaching sorrow. Alfred Chalon was a true 
Englishman in heart, though his manner was French. He was an 
accomplished musician, witty, with a keen sense of satire, which, if 
provoked, found only a momentary expression; and full of the anec- 
dotes and the gossip of his profession. As a host, he was active to the 
last in providing for the enjoyment of his friends, and full of expe- 
dients for their amusement. Many would join in the expression of 
Leslie that he counted his intimacy with the Chalons among the best 
things of his life. 

He had been for some time unwell — ^but hardly appeared less gay 
in society — when his friends learnt that after a sudden attack of severe 
sickness, he had died on 3 October i860, aged eighty years. He 
was laid in the same grave with his brother in the Highgate Cemetery. 
He had a large collection of pictures, drawings and sketches by him- 
self and his brother, with many hoarded family reminiscences. This 
collection he proposed in 1859 to give to the inhabitants of Hampstead 
with some endowment for its maintenance, but they were unable to 
provide a suitable building for its exhibition; and he then offered the 
collection to the Government, but no satisfactory arrangement was 
arrived at when he died. A will which was found was mformally 
executed, his property came to his heirs-at-law — some distant 
relatives at Geneva — and his treasured collection was sold by auction. 

Sir William Charles Ross, R.A., who both on the male and female 
side was descended from a clever race, was bom on 3 June 1794. 
At an age when most children seek their toys, he found his amuse- 
ment in drawing the likenesses of his family; and debarred by a 
weakly constitution from sharing in die robust exercises of boyhood, 
he was led to the more close application to drawing, and was an earnest 
and precocious student. In his boyish days he had gained several of 
the Society of Arts medals, and no less than five silver medals were 
the prizes of his student career at the Royal Academy. At the age of 
twenty he was engaged by Andrew Robertson, as his assistant, and 
under this eminent miniaturist he enjoyed great means of improve- 
ment. His ambition led him to devote his spare hours to the study of 
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historic art. One of the Society of Arts prizes which he had gained 
was a gold medal for an oil painting, ‘The Judgment of Brutus*, and 
following the same bent in 1825, he exhibited at the Royal Academy 
a large work in oil, the figures life-size, ‘Christ Casting Out the 
Devils from the Maniacs of the Tombs*, but his art, if not his in- 
clinations, lay in another direction, and he soon established a high 
reputation as a miniature painter. 

In 1837 he was commissioned by the Queen to paint Her Majesty’s 
own miniature, and also the miniatures of the royal family. In 1838 
he was elected associate, and in 1839, a full member of the Royal 
Academy; and in the same year he received the honour of knight- 
hood. Then he was surrounded with distinguished sitters. He con- 
fined his work to ivory; we know of no attempts by him in enamel. 
In his style we see more indications of his study of Reynolds than of 
any other master. He possessed the great power of combining a 
faithful resemblance and individuahty of character and expression, 
with art of a high class. His drawing was refined and accurate, his 
composition and grouping agreeable, his colouring of the com- 
plexion, hands, and arms of his female sitters admirable, and die 
draperies, accessories and background, painted and arranged with 
great taste and skill. We should add that, amid all his engagements, 
his dormant passion was revived by the cartoon competiuon in 
1843; and that for his ‘Angel Raphael discoursing with Adam and 
Eve*, which he sent in anonymously, he was awarded one of the 
extra premiums of 100. Sir William Ross was of amiable and 
simple manners, true to all, without ojffence, always showing the 
most loyal attachment to art and its professors. As a bachelor, he 
passed a quiet, uneventful, and successful life; ready at all times to do 
any act of charity, or to assist in any good work. About the begin- 
ning of 1858 he was overcome by a gradual attack of paralysis, from 
which he partially rallied, but after a relapse he died on 20 January 
i860, in his 66th year. He rests in the cemetery at Highgate. 

Our chapter must conclude with Robert Thorhurn, A.R.A.y who, 
less fortunate than his predecessors, lived to see miniature art nearly 
extinct. Ross on his death-bed bewailed the fact ‘that it was all up 
with miniature painting’, being in this wiser than Alfred Chalon, 
who is said to have replied to the Queen when she remarked to him 
that photography would ruin his profession: ‘Ah, non, Madame, 
photograpHe can’t flatt^re*. There can be no doubt, however, that 
photography has for the present superseded miniature painting in 
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this country. Thorbum was bom in i8i8 at Dumfides, and studied 
his art first in Edinburgh and then in the Royal Academy Schools. 
His miniatures are often on a large scale, and he frequendy painted 
portrait groups. His colouring though fresh was a litde inclined to be 
heavy, but his execution was refined and his composidons were 
graceful and dignified. He took care to adapt his background to his 
sitters, and to place them in appropriate attitudes. His work was 
much admired in Paris, where he gained a gold medal at the Univer- 
sal Exhibition of 1855. He was elected an associate of the Academy 
in 1848, and resigned his membership m 1885, dying on 3 November 
of that same year at Tunbridge Wells. 



The Fly and the Taper. 
Woodr^ngraving by James Norfheote, 1828 ^ 




CHAPTER XIV 


BOOK ILLUSTRATORS AND DESIGNERS 

Th e painter’s art in its early dissemination received powerful aid jSrom 
that of the engraver; and the painter and engraver stood in nearly 
the same relation towards each other as the poet and the painter, for 
Raphael and Rubens may be said to owe as much of their widespread 
fame to the one, as Dante and Milton to the other. Painting and 
engraving have also been frequently practised with success by the 
same individual, both on the first dawning of art here, and down to 
our own day. The most renowned painters also have practised 
etching— so peculiarly a painter’s art— and dating from the discovery 
of mezzotint, we are repeatedly told of our painters, in the language 
of the last century, that ‘they scraped a bit’. 

Some of the earliest books printed were of a religious character, 
and, following the missal style, some of the first illustrations of printed 
books were repetitions on wood of the early illuminators’ art, 
occasionally tinted with colour. Such were soon followed by portrait- 
frontispieces, sometimes surrounded by allegones. William Faithome 
(1616-1691) drew from the life some of the many interesting por- 
traits which we owe to liis graver; so 43^d also David Loggan (1630- 
1693), of whom Dryden, in his satire on a would-be poet, said— 

‘And at the front of aU his senseless plays 
Makes David Loggan crown his head with bays.’ 

Robert White (1645-1704) was the pupil of Loggan, and a notable 
example of the union of the painter’s with the graver’s art, in works 
deemed of great merit in his day, which have not lost favour in ours. 
These men, and their less-known contemporaries, produced portraits 
on copper, frequendy most carefuUy and elaborately finished widi the 
etching point, and as is recorded upon them 'ad vivum\ which have 
been carefully sought out in succeeding generations by the enthusiastic 
art-collector and antiquary, till rare frontispieces tom from valueless 
books have found greedy purchasers at prices which might have 
stirred the artists in die graves where they have so long lain. 

Coeval with the portrait-frontispiece, though commencing at a 
later period, were the topographical views and other subjects, chiefly 
stimulated by antiquarian research and usually both drawn and 
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engraved by the same artist, but rarely with much merit: objects of 
natural history followed, botanical specimens, insects, birds and 
beasts. These were mere accessories necessary to the elucidation of 
the subjects to which they related, not art-illustrations of the thoughts 
of the poet, the inventions of the novelist, or the great events of the 
historian.’ Hogarth, having executed some small commissions, for 
booksellers, which did not go much beyond diagrams, completed, in 
1726, a set of small designs for an edition of Samuel Butler’s Hudibras, 
which, so far as we can discover, were the first book illustrations of 
story and character, and the beginning of a new art. His example 
was soon followed by his genial fnend Francis Hayman, who enjoyed 
the reputation of being our best history painter, and of having estab- 
lished the practice of book illustration. He made designs for Moore’s 
Fables, Congreve’s Plays, Newton’s edition of Milton, Hanmer’s 
Shakespeare, and Smollett’s Don Quixote, and in conjunction witli 
Nicholas Blakey (working r.1753), with whom he was also associated 
in some other undertakings, for Pope’s works. Hayman’s designs had 
much merit. They showed humour and character, and were well 
composed, though they were slight and sketchy, and smacked of a 
French origin. 

Samuel Wale, R,A. (d. 1786), was a follower and imitator of Hayman. 
He found employment chiefly as a book illustrator, and is only re- 
membered by such designs. Ijubert Gravelot (1699-1773), educated in 
Paris, a designer by profession, an engraver of necessity, was a book 
illustrator, and a caricaturist to boot, who worked hard while here, 
and returned to France with a fortune. Jote Vanderhank (1694-1739), 
who was bom and bred in England, engaged in the same pursuit, 
and designed among other works for Lord Carteret’s translation of 
Don Quixote. To these we must zdd Joseph Highmore (1692-1780), 
who illustrated his friend Samuel Richardson’s Pamela, and painted 
his portrait.^ 

Bell’s well-known edition of the British poets, which extended to 
one hundred and nine duodecimo volumes, was begun in 1778, and 
was followed by his British Theatre, and his Shakespeare: of these works 
the mmiature illustrations were a prominent feature, and no doubt 
contributed to their success. The art of the designer became a fashion. 
G. B. Cipriani, R.A., and Angelica Kauffmann, R.A., of whom we have 
already spoken, were mainly employed by the publishers, and their 
works Ipnt some taste and elegance to design. William Hamilton, R.A. 

^ Now in the National Portrait Gallery, London. 
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(1751-1801), was also extensively employed by Boydell, Macklin, 
and Bowyer. His best works were designed for their publications. 
Witli him we may also class Francis Wheatley, R.A, (1747-1801). His 
forte lay in landscape with rustic figures, treated with taste, but 
marked by an over-refined prettiness. 

William Blake, engraver, painter, poet, and, we might add, printer, 
was the son of a respectable hosier. He was bom in London in 1757, 
and died in 1827, finding his resting-place in an unknown common 
grave in the great Bunbll Fields burial ground. He was at first in- 
tended for his father’s business, but as a child he gave signs of a restless 
genius. At an early age he attempted both poetry and designing, and, 
that an attachment to such pursuits might not be altogether thwarted, 
he was apprenticed to James Basire, the engraver, second of tte name. 
His love of poetry did not lead him astray; he was careful to attain a 
mastery of the engraver’s art, though he repudiated the love of money 
and declared that his business was ‘not to gather gold, but to make 
glorious shapes, expressing god-like sentiments’, and to this he surely 
devoted himself. By his labour with his graver during the day he 
gained a bare subsistence, while his nights were given to the realization 
of his dreams with his pen and his pencil. At the age of twenty-six he 
married, and the necessity arose for the greater use of his graver. In 
his engravings he was minute and painstaking; his drawing good, his 
fine pure and true. His works are sometimes marked by minute 
finish, at others left in a state of unfinish, apparently from caprice, or 
as though he did not care to go further than the realization of his 
idea. From the terminauon of his apprenticeship nil 1782, and oc- 
casionally afterwards, he was employed in engraving for book illus- 
trations, chiefly from some of Stothard’s earliest designs, but in some 
instances from his own. It is as a designer and painter, however, not 
as an engraver, that William Blake falls within the scope of our work. 
In 1791, six plates designed and also engraved by him, were published 
as illustrations of Mary Wollstonecroft’s Original Stories from Real 
Life; and in 1793, nine plates for an expensive edition of Gay s 
Fables, published by Stockdale ^ These designs have a natural air of 
origmal simplicity, with sometimes a pecuhar touch of wildness, as in 
the ‘Father Beside his Dead Children in Jail’ in the Original Stories, 
leaving, we are told, an impression of pained dreamy fear in youthful 
readers’ minds. 

^ The designs for the Fables were adapted from the illustrations to earlier 
editions. 
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At this time Blake, following the wild promptings of his own 
imagination, began those mysterious compositions of which he was 
at once the poet, painter, and engraver. Taught by necessity, he 
invented a process of his own, though he alleged it was revealed to 
him in a vision. By drawing on copper with a medium which resisted 
acid, he obtained a raised design. From, this he was enabled to print 
both the design and his closely written poetry, which covers some 
entire pages, and in others, crowds roimd his figured imaginings, 
filling every cranny upon his copper. These works, aided by his wife, 
he pulled off at a common printing press and then tinted. His colour- 
ing is produced with the commonest pigments, probably prepared 
by himself— Dutch pink, ochre and gamboge, blue, red, and green. 
Sometimes he has neglected to reverse part of the lettering on his 
plates, and it prints backwards: occasionally a principal figure has 
been printed both ways by transferring, and with a dark or light 
background is made to serve for two designs. The engravings them- 
selves produced by this process were rude in character, and the out- 
lines thick and crude, nevertheless the effect is singularly pictorial. In 
this manner he completed his Songs of Innocence, and Songs of 
Experience, which contain some most beautiful ideas both in design 
and poetry; and the plates for which are very refined and lovely in 
colour. These were followed by his America, a Prophecy, 1793. 
Unbalanced minds are always disturbed by great events, and this 
latter work arose out of the excitement which attended the breaking 
out of the American Revolution; as a rhapsody, it is altogether 
incomprehensible, and it would be impossible to look at it as the 
production of a sound intellect. His Europe, a Prophecy followed in 
1794, full of diseased horrors, firom the grand wreathed serpent, which 
forms the tide, to the illustration of ‘Famine’, a father and mother 
preparing the cauldron to cook their dead child, which lies stretched 
out at their feet. 

Blake’s most mad, most strange imaginings, were published about 
1S20, Jerusalem, the Emanation of the Great Albion, dated South Molton 
Street — ^Bedlam might have been more appropriate. This poem, with 
Dccasional illustrations, runs over one hundred pages, closely engraved 
n a small script hand. Blake says of it, ‘to the public. After my 
hree years slumber on the banks of the Ocean, I again display my 
jiant forms to the PubHc, My former Giants & Fairies having reciev’d 
he highest reward possible. ... I cannot doubt that this more con- 
olidated & extended work will be as kindly redeved. ... I also hope 
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the Reader will be with me, wholly One in Jesus our Lord’, and then 
he concludes with these obscure lines — 

‘Even from the depths of Hell his voice I hear 

Within the unfathom’d caverns of my Ear. 

Therefore I print; nor vain my types shall be: 

Heaven, Earth & hell henceforth shall live in harmony. ’ 

It seems that Blake’s most disordered dreams found their expression 
in the process he had invented, and he probably flew to this process 
when in his excited moods, as the means of rapidly embodying his 
heated ideas. Certainly he thus traced his wildest and most incom- 
prehensible forms, in extravagant and often impossible action — a map 
of muscular development. On the other hand, his best thoughts are 
represented with his graver — ^perhaps the early associations connected 
with the toil of his ’prentice years, and the process of patient labour 
which its use involves may have assisted to temper the artist’s 
impetuous fiincy — ^and we would rather speak of his genius in reference 
to the works he engraved in a pure manner; they are also the best 
known: the Young’s Night Thoughts, an uncompleted work com- 
menced in 1797, of which every page was a design, the type forming 
the centre;^ and Blair’s Grave, published in 1808. The daring fertility 
of Blake’s invention will be shown by his own description of the 
subjects in die former poem.^ What other artist has attempted such 
a theme as ‘The Universal Empire of Death characterized by his 
plucking the Sun from his sphere’ — a striding figure of death, 
tramplmg under each grisdy foot a crowned head, and, with one 
hand impetuously seizing die sun, represented as a shaded globe 
giving Hght, and the other hand grasping his dart? or ‘A Per- 
sonification of Thunder, directing the adoration of the Poet to the 
Almighty in Heaven’? Here the head and hand only of a fearful 
figure in human form are seen surrounded by lightning, and on a 
comer of earth, the poet. We quote only one more, where all are 
of the same character, ‘A Personification of Truth, as she is repre- 
sented by the Poet, bursting on the last moments of the sinner in 
thunder and in flames’. 

Blake’s inventions were hardly of this world. The Creator fre- 
quendy occupies the centre of his subject; spirits and angels, good 

^ The 537 original designs axe now in the British Museum, having been 
presented by Mrs. F. W. Emerson of Cambridge, Mass. 

® The descriptions axe by Henry Fuseli. 
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and evil, crowd his compositions; monsters, and distorted forms of 
another creation, fill up ideal space. His Illustrations of the Book of Job, 
the labour of his last and ripest years, are of these, mingled with much 
of the sweetest and most impressive humanity. The work was pub- 
lished in 1825, and comprises twenty-one plates mmutely drawn and 
carefully engraved. Impressed with Blake’s ungovernable imagina- 
tion, they are yet full of passages of great tenderness and feeling. 
‘Thus did Job continually’ represents Job, his family and friends, 
returning thanks to God, and is a composition teeming with poetry. 
An expression of dignified passionate grief fills ‘Let the day perish 
wherein I was bom’ — the upraised hands of the prophet, the utter 
despair of the prostrate family, and the gloomy character of the 
background, aU combine in the same sentiment. ‘The just, upright 
man is laughed to scorn’, is of the same high conception; while ‘When 
the morning stars sang together and all the Sons of God shouted for 
joy*, is marked by a combination of grace, sweetness, and poetry; 
qualities which are also united in ‘There were not found women so 
fair as the daughters of Job’, and in the concluding subject, ‘So the 
Lord blessed the latter end of Job more than the beginning’. These 
were the works of a great and noble mind. They impress us widi 
Blake’s genius. His art was too original to breed imitators, though 
it was not without its influence even in that day, and we find traces of 
it in the designs of the period. This influence has grown from the 
effect it produced on the minds of younger men, such as Samuel 
Pahner, George Richmond, Edward Calvert, and Dante Gabriel 
Rossetti, who all alike acknowledged their indebtedness to him, and 
praised his rare talent. 

A few words more on Blake’s character. He was contentedly poor. 
His industry must have been unwearied, and we do not doubt that, 
though neglected, he was happy when laboriously engaged in 
realizing the creations of his flmitful genius. His designs alone would 
indicate a nervously sensitive, irascible temperament, of which proof 
is not wanting. His friend, William Hayley, the poet, who tempted 
Blake to hve near him for a time in a small village on the Sussex 
coast, calls him the ‘gentle, visionary Blake’. Yet when irritated, and 
Blake was not without many real causes of irritation, he took no care 
to conceal his passion, and was not mealy-mouthed either in word or 
in print, nevertheless he loved little children, and was a most affec- 
tionate friend. We know too that his love for a tender wife was as 
enduring as his love for art. 
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Alexander Gilchrist’s Life of Blake ^ to which we are indebted for 
many facts concerning him, should be studied for a more detailed 
account of this wayward genius; the biography is one which brings 
before us with great distinctness the episodes of his strange career and 
presents us with a true picture of his character. 

It is pleasant to write of Thomas Stothard, R.A., with whose works 
so many sweet memories are associated. He was bom m London, 
1755, and being a dehcate child, was sent to Acomb, in Yorkshire, his 
father’s native county, and placed in the charge of the widowed 
mistress of the Httle village school. Of a gentle, retiring disposition, 
he found a solitary amusement in drawmg. He was afterwards re- 
moved to a school at Tadcaster, and at the age of thirteen returned to 
his parents in London, and was sent to a boys’ school at Ilford. In 
1770 his father died, leaving him ^£1,200 in the funds. He beganlife 
as an apprentice to a pattern-draughtsman for brocaded silks in 
Spitalfields, and occupied his spare hours in designs from the poets. 
Some of these by chance falling under the notice of the pubhsher of 
the Novelists’ Magazine, he engaged him to make a few designs, and 
though at the tune he did not receive further employment, his 
attention was thus directed to book illustration. He had fallen upon 
his right path, and he abandoned pattern-drawing. 

Stothard’s first designs were engraved for an edition of Ossian, and 
for Bell’s Poets. The subjects were congenial, and his talents were 
conspicuous. But he showed a higher excellence in the series of 
illustrations which he now commenced for the Novelists’ Magazine. 
The subjects which this pubHcation offered were peculiarly suited to 
his pencil. His tender and gentle nature led him to delineate the 
affections rather than the passions — ^beauty and grace rather than the 
higher emotions. His sympathies found litde pleasure m the heroic — 
less m the tragic. He delighted in such incidents of everyday life as 
the novel afforded, and he treated them in the costume of the time 
with great character, truth, and grace. He has left us graceful htde 
mementoes of court balls and birthday suppers, and we trace his all- 
pervading taste in every variety of design — slight sketches of popular 
performers, tickets for concerts, headings for charitable announce- 
ments, and drawings for goldsmiths’ work, of which last his 
'Wellington Shield ’ is a renowned example. 

Early in life Stothard married, and a wife, soon followed by a large 
young family, proved indeed hostages to fortune. The circumstances 
of his wedding bring home to us the artless simplicity of the man, 
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which, all his works testify. He took his bride home from the church, 
and then quietly betook himself to his studies at the Royal Academy; 
and when at 3 p.m. the schools closed, he said to a friend, who as 
fellow-student had sac by his side all the morning: *I am now going 
home to meet a family party. Do come with me, for I have this day 
taken to myself a wife.’ If trials were necessary to such a disposition, 
they did not fail him. One son, a lad of thirteen, was suddenly shot 
dead by a companion; another in his thirty-fourth year, was found 
dead, having fallen on the floor of a church, where he was engaged 
in making a drawing for his work iUustrating the ‘Magna Britannia’. 

Stothard’s amiable biographer, Mrs. Bray, the widow of his son, 
speaks of him as ‘the greatest historical painter this country ever 
produced’. While not yielding to the highest appreciation of 
Stothard’s gemus, we cannot concur in this eulogium. The bent of 
Stothard’s own mind would not have led him to sacred or even to 
historical subjects; his conceptions were not of the severe character 
such require, and his works of this class are wanting both in expres- 
sion, and in elevation of character. Again he wanted individuality, 
particularly in his women. His beauty, perfect as it is, is of one 
conventional type. - 

The Royal Academy was not slow to recognize Stothard’s talents. 
He was elected associate 1791 and fuU member 1794. His habit of 
study did not lead him to make elaborate drawings from the figure; 
he chose rather to make slight sketches of the model from several 
points of view. He was a close observer of nature, but felt cramped by 
the stiffiiess of the posed model, and strove rather to attain motion 
and grace, relying upon the truth of the first impression. He had a 
catholic love of art, and as recollections of Raphael, Rubens, Watteau, 
and other artists possessed his mind, we may trace the reflex of their 
influence on his work, but without loss of his originality. His larger 
works in oil do not equal his drawings. His designs have been estimated 
to amount to 4,000. Stothard died in 1834, and the venerable artist has 
left an additional picture m our minds, when in his last years, deaf and 
feeble, he was occupied in his evening duties as Hbrarian at the Royal 
Academy. There, bending over some book of prints, with many 
unconscious sighs and moans, his unsteady hand was unable to pour 
out the cup of tea in which he found a solace; yet even then, retiring 
mto the recess of the window, he would, from time to time, occupy 
his pendl for a few moments, in the realization of some thought, in 
a slight but still elegant and graceful sketch. 
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Among the contemporanes of Stothard, pursuing the same walk in 
art, we must notice John Hamilton Mortimer, A,R.A., if only for the 
great reputation which he enjoyed at the commencement of his 
career. He was bom at Eastbourne in 1741, and, coining to London to 
study, acquired a knowledge of the figure and became a good 
draughtsman. He pamted three or four large historical compositions 
whidi attracted great notice, and in competition with Romney, in 
1764, he gained the Society of Arts premium of one hundred 
guineas. He was looked upon as of much promise. Of a strong frame 
and handsome person, he affected a style of dress beyond his station, 
made acquaintance with some of the so-called wits of the town, 
and, falling into glarmg irregularities, ruined his health and neglected 
his art. His works in oil were badly painted, heavy and disagreeable 
in colour, and he abused the hours which should have been devoted 
to his improvement. His best works were his drawmgs; they could be 
sketched off with less study, and did not much vary in subject; his 
favourite imaginings were strained imitations of Salvator Rosa — 
banditti, monsters, and such-like. 

Mortimer is an example of talents abused and good intentions 
adopted too late. He had married a clever, respectable young girl, to 
whom he had been long attached; he was beginning to lead a new life, 
devoting himself to liis art; and had just gained his election as an 
associate of the Royal Academy in November 1778, when shortly 
after he was seized with fever, under which his broken-down con- 
stitution succumbed, and he died in February 1779, leaving little 
more than a name to the art of his country. 

Of the painters to whom the new taste for book designs gave 
employment, while their works added a character to the publications 
of the time, we must distinguish two or three other artists. Thomas 
Kirk, who gained an early reputation as designer, miniature painter, 
and engraver, produced a few pastoral designs, and was noted for the 
elegance of his female figures. His chief works were for Cook’s 
Poets, but his career in art was short yet of much promise. He died of 
consumption in November 1797. Richard Westall, R.A. (1765-1836), 
has already been mentioned as a water-colour painter. He made many 
designs for books, and has been characterized as ‘great in little 
things’. In such, his art seems truly to have found its best develop- 
ment. His illustrations for the Bible and the Prayer-Book were 
greatly admired, and so far suited the pubhc taste as to become very 
popular, and he made money, though he afterwards lost his savings 
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by traffic in the works of the old masters. His female ideal, with great 
sameness, had great prettiness; his males partook too much of the 
same character; they sadly lacked the manliness of the heroes they 
represented, and in both sexes the mannerism of the artist v/as always 
apparent. His brother, William Westall, A.R,A. (1781-1850), also 
found employment as a designer, chiefly in landscape, which he 
rendered with great fidehty and skill. Robert Smirke, R.A. (1752-1845), 
is better known as a designer than as a painter, for though he painted 
many works from the poets and dramatists, they were designed with 
a view to engraving, and were most of them engraved; he also made 
many book designs. His best works possess a quiet refinement of 
original humour. 

Thomas Uwins, R.A., bom in 1782, was apprenticed to an engraver, 
but quitting the graver on the end of his apprenticeship, he entered 
the Royal Academy as a student and became a designer for books, 
occasionally painting portraits. His works had been mosdy in water- 
colour, and in 1808, he was elected an associate of the Water-Colour 
Society, and in the following year a foil member. The dravdngs he 
exhibited at the society were feames of designs suitable for book 
illustration, and rustic figures. His contributions to the Royal 
Academy were of the same class, together with portraits. His em- 
ployments, not his own will, seem to have shaped his career, and his 
works are conspicuous in the book illustrations of this time. In 1818 
he suddenly resigned his membership and his office of secretary in the 
Water-Colour Society. An officer of the Society of Arts for whom 
Uwins was security became a defaulter, and gready to the hindrance 
of his professional advancement, he devoted himself to the drudgery 
of his art till he had honourably fulfilled his obhgations. He visited 
Edinburgh and was successful in portraiture, chiefly in the chalk 
manner. In 1824 he went to Italy, where he remained till 1831, 
gathering the materials for his future new career. 

Up to this time, as we have shovm, Uwins was a book-iUustrator, 
and painted portraits when sitters offered. He did not seek re-admis- 
sion to the Water-Colour Society, and its exhibitions are closed to 
the works of non-members. For seven years his labours had not been 
seen in our exhibiuons, and now, when approaching his fiftieth year, 
he began to exhibit on the walls of the Royal Academy a series of 
pictures, whose inspirations were all of Italy, and at once established 
his reputation as a painter, emancipating his art firom the toils of his 
early hfe. His merits were at once acknowledged, he was elected an 
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associate of the Royal Academy in 1833 and an academician in 1838. 
Further honours were in store for him. The Queen appointed him 
surveyor of Her M^esty’s pictures in 1845, and the national pictures 
were added to his charge in 1847. He died at Staines, where he had 
sought a quiet retirement, in 1857. 

But we must retrace our steps to describe a new school of book 
illustration which arose from the genius of one man, far from the 
metropolis and its art influences, and gave a great impetus to the 
embellishment of books, both by the original freshness of its art and 
the greater facikties of its process. The first book-designs of our artists 
were engraved on copper and printed separately — ^the printing of the 
type and the designs by which it was to be illustrated bemg necessarily 
two distinct and separate processes; this enhanced the cost, which was 
somewhat further increased in the stitching or bmding by the mode of 
securing the engraving, so that the introduction of engravings entailed 
additional expense in the mere mechanical processes. 

Thomas Bewick, born near Newcastle-on-Tyne in 1753, is said to 
have re-discovered the lost art of wood-engraving, and though we can- 
not assume that the art was lost, or that he preceded a French artist in 
its modern use, we may well attribute to Bewick the merit of having 
given to wood-engraving, by the impress of his own talent, a develop- 
ment it had never before known in England, and of having employed 
it in the illustration of books, printing his blocks at the same time and 
by the same process as the metal type, and thus greatly economiziag 
and facilitating book illustration. Apprenticed to an engraver in metal 
at Newcastle, who undertook every description of work, Bewick was 
after a time specially attracted to wood-engraving, which he made 
his peculiar study. On the completion of his apprenticeship he came to 
London, but he disliked the metropolis, and within about twelve months 
we find him again setded in Newcasde, and soon after in partnership 
with his old master; and there he passed the remainder of his life. 

After nearly five years' labour Bewick published in 1790 his 
General History of Quadrupeds , and such was its success that in each of 
the two succeeding years it was followed by another edition. This 
work was also embelhshed wtith a number of small tail-pieces full of 
humorous idea and graphic satire. Then gratified by the popularity 
of this work, he began, in 1791, the designs and cuts for the History of 
British Birds, and in 1797 issued the first volume, comprising the land 
birds. His reputation both as a designer and engraver was spread far 
and wide, and in 1 804 the water birds followed, completing the work. 
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In these works Bewick carried the art to a higher pitch of excellence 
tVian it had ever before attained. His designs were the work of a 
naturalist and dose observer, true to the habits as well as the fomos 
of the animals he represented; his engravings were unsurpassed, both 
in the variety and truth of his feathery and furry textures as well as in 
the general finish of his background and accessories. But we must not 
say, as others have, that all was by his own hand. He was ably assisted 
by his brother John, and had the merit of establishing by his talented 
pupils a school of wood-engravers. Of these Robert Johnson, who 
unhappily died m his twenty-sixth year in 1796, designed many of 
the t^-pieces in the Birds, and the greater number of the illustrations 
of the Fables f which were not published till 1818; and Luke ClenneU, 
an artist of great powers, who died in 1840 after along loss of intellect, 
engraved many of the illustrations to the Birds, and the majority of the 
tad-pieces in the second volume. Bewick died near Gateshead, in 1 828 . 

Book illustration had fairly taken hold of the pubhc mind, and the 
publishers did their best to pander to the public taste. In 1823, 
Akermann commenced an annual gift-book. The Forget-me-not — a 
German notion, a series of pictures and tales. This was followed by a 
rival, The Friendship's Offering, and then a whole brood, The Literary 
Souvenir, The Keepsake, The Amulet, and in landscape art, The Pictur- 
esque Annual, The Continental Annual, the Landscape Annual, Prout’s 
Annual, Turners Annual Tour, till the number issued was above 
twenty, and found its climax in The Flowers of Loveliness, and The 
Book of Beauty, In these publications the order of proceeding was 
inverted; the painter did not embody the thoughts of the writer, but 
the writer was hired to fit a tale, in verse or prose, to the painter’s 
invention. Art of all descriptions was at the same time seized upon by 
the publisher; old masters and modems, countrymen and foreigners, all 
whose works were within reach; and the engraver and the writer were 
set to work to make the book. The issue of the * Annuals ’ was an event, 
till a sudden collapse fell upon the whole series, and the ‘Annual’ be- 
came a thing of the past. We have nothing to say of the hterature of 
these books, and very little of the art. Many really fine paintings were 
engraved, and some of the most talented engravers were employed; 
but after aU, the art was puerile and meretricious, and it is to be feared 
that the production of engravings of a higher class was checked, and 
that art suffered while thus held in durance by fashion. 

Shortly after this another attempt was made in book illustration, 
which claims its place in this chapter, the aims and objects of which 
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were entirely different — art, not gain, was the sole stimulus. Some 
young friends, studying side by side, seeking no further than to 
promote art and the love of etching, formed themselves in 1838 into 
a society, whose numbers have averaged twelve members, which they 
called the Etching Club, They framed a few simple rules, binding 
themselves to complete etchings at stated periods, and to meet at each 
other s studios in rotation. Their meetings were of a social character: 
a cup of tea, and then business. Works for illustration were next dis- 
cussed, subjects selected, etchings criticized, and the evening con- 
cluded with a simple supper. Their first work, the Deserted VillagCy 
when published, secured great and honourable distinction. Her Majesty 
and the Prince Consort graciously proffered their patronage and their 
subscriptions, and Thomas Hood wrote a laudatory article on the 
club in Blackwood* s Magazine for January 1842. 

The club has since published several works, and in addition to many 
living members of distinction, has had among its contributors who 
have passed away, Thomas Webster, Samuel Palmer, Richard Ansdell 
and F. Taylor. The example, not the pecuniary success of the club, led 
to the formation of a Jumor Etching Club, which published illustra- 
tions of Thomas Hood’s Poems, containing some excellent etchings. 

The English school can still honestly boast of its great living 
engravers. Our work is confined to painting, so we must not mention 
the great school of engravers which grew up in England in the latter 
half of the eighteenth century, or go into the impetus which that art 
has received in our own day. We have only spoken of the two etching 
clubs, because their members were all painters, but perhaps it is hardly 
fak as we have written a few words on book illustrations to pass over 
the names of one or two artists who have created, as it were, a new art 
by their talents. We would mention George Cruikshank (1792-1878), 
Hablot K. Browne (1815-1882), better known as ‘Phiz’, Richard 
Doyle (1826-1883), and John I^ech (1817-1864), who for twenty 
years drew for Punch, and dehghted every one not only by the humour 
of his designs and the truth of his figure drawing, but also by the charm 
of his lanicape backgrounds given with a few dashes of the pendl; 
nor must we pass over Randolph Caldecott (1846-1886), painter and 
designer, principally known by his quaint and original illustrations 
for children’s books. The progress which this branch of art has made 
during the last forty years is perhaps one of the best examples of the real 
advance which sound draughtsmanship, and appreciation of what is 
beautiful in the minor processes of art, has made in our English school. 
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THE BRITISH INSTITUTION AND THE 
WATER-COLOUR SOCIETIES 

The impulse to promote art which followed the establishment of the 
Royal Academy was manifested in many ways, leading to one impor- 
tant result in the foundation of the British Institution in 1805. Its 
defined objects were ‘to open a public exhibition for the sale of the 
productions of British artists, to excite the emulation and exertion 
of younger artists by premiums, and to endeavour to form a public 
gallery of the works of British artists, with a few select specimens of 
each of the great schools’. That these laudable aspirations were not 
fulfilled may have partly arisen from the entire absence of any man on 
the committee — composed solely of great people and art patrons — 
who was capable of giving professional advice on art subjects. The 
directors opened exhibitions and awarded premiums to which they 
generously devoted large sums, but their awards did not always please 
at the time of competition, and have not always been endorsed by the 
judgement of posterity. Perhaps their greatest failure was in com- 
missioning James Ward, R.A,, who had competed with others in 
sending in a sketch to illustrate ‘The Successes of the British Army in 
the Peninsular War’, to paint this sketch in a large size, namely ‘The 
Batde of Waterloo, an allegory’, for t(^i,ooo. Ward was bghly distin- 
guished as an animal painter. He had great power of execution, and we 
have no doubt that his sketch was a vigorous bit of painting, and as such 
would be likely to allure a judgement not tempered by professional 
knowledge. But the subject was not suited to a great work, which 
would have been, from its allegorical treatment, a trial and a task to 
Rubens himself The result was fatal to the judgement of the directors. 
This great allegory when completed was never exhibited. The directors 
presented it to the Royal Hospital at Chelsea. Like the Vicar of Wake- 
field’s family group, ‘ it was so very large they had no place in the house 
to fix it’, and it is stowed away on a roller in an oblivion which is 
perhaps happy for its really talented painter. 

But James Ward’s powers as an artist should not be estimated by 
our opinions on the ambitious work which, on the mistaken com- 
mission of the directors of the British Institution, he was induced to 
attempt. He came of an art family. George Morland married his 
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sister. Bred a mezzotint engraver, he early distinguished himself, his 
engravings possessing very great ments, from their truly artistic 
character. He became no less distinguished as a painter of landscape 
with figures, and of animals; particularly the latter. His great work of 
‘The Bull’ has found its proper place in the National Gallery. He had a 
strong, but pecuHar feehng for colour. His style of drawing was 
vigorous, though imbued with an evident desire to exhibit his know- 
ledge. He was bom in 1769 and was elected an associate of the 
Academy in 1807, and a full member in 1811; living to the age of 
ninety-one years, he died on 17 November 1859. 

In 1842 the directors of the British Institution ceased the giving of 
premiums, as ‘their effect had not been commensurate with their 
expectations’. 

They were more fortunate in their exhibitions of ‘Works of the 
Old Masters’, which, notwithstanding adverse criticisms, were much 
enjoyed both by the public and the artists. They likewise exhibited 
the works of Reynolds after his death, also those of the chief British 
artists of a former generation, and of many other deceased members 
of the English school. Their example has since been followed with 
great success both by the Royal Academy and by the directors of the 
Grosvenor Gallery. The spring exhibition of the works of Kving 
painters at the British Institution gradually declined, being much 
pressed upon by the Society of British Artists, and by the fact that the 
painters naturally sent their best works to the Royal Academy exhi- 
bitions. The purchases of modem and ancient pictures made by the 
directors were few in number, and were presented by them to 
Greenwich Hospital, to several London churches, and on its formation 
to the National Gallery. 

For some time after the winding up of the British Institution, the 
Royal Academy and the Society of British Artists were the only 
general exhibitions opened in London. Now what a number of both 
public and private exhibitions have been started! Meanwhile nume- 
rous dealers’ exhibitions compete with one another every spring and 
autumn for the suffrages of the pubhe. 

But we have strayed far away from our subject, and must now 
recur to the practice of water-colour painting, and resume our 
account of the progress of this truly English art. 

Year after year the works of its professors had increased on the walls 
of the Royal Academy, up to that time the only pubHc exhibition; 
but though their art grew m public estimation, it had only one small 
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room devoted to it at tlie Academy, where water-colours were placed 
at a great disadvantage in point of light. A certain number of water- 
colour painters resolved to establish a new society wholly devoted 
to their own art. The originators and promoters were Robert Hills, 
William Henry Pyne, Samuel Shelley, and William Frederick Wells, 
who were afterwards joined by John Varley and John Glover; and 
after some preliminary meetings at Shelley’s house, in George Street, 
Hanover Square, at which the outline of the society was determined, 
a meeting was called; William Sawrey Gilpin, who was invited to 
attend, took the chair; and the ‘Water-Colour Society’ was founded 
on 30 November 1804, the main features of which were the annual 
exhibition of original subjects in water-colours, exclusively the works 
of the members, who were limited to twenty-four; die management 
to be vested in officers elected annually, but ehgible for re-election. 
Subsequent meetings were held; the adhesion of odiers of the pro- 
fession was gained, and die society, when constituted, consisted of 
sixteen members; all of whom at the time enjoyed distinction as 
painters in water-colours. 

Their first exhibition was opened on 22 April 1805, with a collec- 
tion of two hundred and seventy-five drawings, in the large room 
built by Vandergucht, the engraver, in Lower Brook Street; the 
catalogue containing the announcement diat, if successful, it was 
intended to be annual. The following year the exhibition was held in 
the same room, and the members then stated that the very flattering 
reception of their first exhibition had encouraged them to open their 
second, and that dieir third would be held in the old Royal Academy 
Rooms in Pall Mall. Before their second exhibition, they had 
strengthened themselves by adding to their body eight ‘fellow 
exhibitors’, the number of this rank being limited to twelve, who 
were to enjoy all the rights and privileges of the original foimders. 
Gilpin, who had presided at the foundation meeting, was elected the 
first president, but he resigned in 1806; he had formed an extensive 
connection as a teacher, and enjoyed a meretricious reputation which 
he could not sustain. 

The exhibitions of tlic society at first proved a great success. 
Several artists, by works of great merit, had first made themselves 
known, gaining much distinction, and the new exhibition and the 
new art were the talk of the town. 

The profits of the exhibitions belonged to the members, and were 
apportioned among them pro rata, according to the selling prices, 
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which each was allowed to affix to the works he exhibited, and which 
were not, therefore, so far, without some check. 

The new society was not long without rivalry. Its success had given 
a sudden impetus to water-colour art, and many talented men who 
were left outside were by this exclusion placed at much disadvantage; 
they had only the condemned walls of the Royal Academy on which 
to compete with the advantages enjoyed by the members of the society. 
This led in 1808 to the formation of ‘The Associated Artists in Water- 
Colours’. We cannot now learn much of the society’s proceedings, 
but we know that though it was not exclusive, it was very short- 
lived. 

While the members of the Associated Society found themselves 
without support, the original society saw its interest rapidly 
declining. The exhibition was much more varied and interesting than 
It had ever been before; but the novelty was gone by, it had ceased to 
be fashionable. The doors were no longer crowded with carriages; and 
the works of the artists remained on the walls unsold. Spoiled with 
success, and panic-stricken at this reverse of fortune, the members called 
a general meeting, at which it was agreed to dissolve tlie society. Twelve 
men more courageous than the rest, immediately united. These were 
George Barret, Joshua Cristall, Copley Fielding, John Glover, William 
Havell, James Holworthy, Francis Nicholson, John Smith, William 
Turner, Thomas Uwins, Cornelius Varley, and John Varley. These 
artists then added to their number David Cox, Miss Gouldsmith, 
John Holmes, John LinneU, Frederick Mackenzie, and Henry Richter; 
and the exhibition was continued for two or three years with in- 
different success. The seceding members opened in 1814 ‘An Exhibi- 
tion of Paintings in Water-Colours’ in New Bond Street, to which 
they invited the contributions of the artists of the United Kingdom, 
who were unconnected with any other society; but, so far as we can 
learn, this exliibition did not extend to a second year. 

It is now difficult, when considering the very distinguished artists 
who were at that time members of the original society, and the fine 
works they were tlien producing, to account for its failure. ThepubHc 
were, we fear, unable to appreciate the high merit of their works, and 
tliey were patronized for a time as fashionable novelties, only to be 
neglected when fashion was tired of them. It is well that art now rests 
on a broader basis, though by fashion, or more frequently the specu- 
lations of dealers, artists occasionally obtain a false and ill-eamed 
temporary reputation. 
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The old soaety was reformed in 1821, and shortly afterwards, 
George Fennell Robson, one of the most zealous members, taking 
advantage of the alterations at Charing Cross, secured, on his own 
responsibility, the convenient premises the society now occupies in 
Pall Mall East. The first exhibition was opened there in 1823, and 
fiom that time there has, we believe, been no interruption to the con- 
tinued and weU-merited prosperity of the society. Its peculiar charm 
has always been the select character of its exhibitions, arising from 
their exclusiveness. 

The society, which is now styled The Royal Society of Painters in 
Water-Colours, by its elections has always wisely endeavoured to 
include men whose practice of the art is varied. Landscape painters, 
animal painters, figure and subject painters are among its members. 
By its judicious selection it has, since it moved into its present home, 
gone on in an uninterrupted course of prosperity, its exhibitions 
always attractive, the sale of the works constant. The only change 
being the gradual loss of its old members by death, and the rising of a 
new race, differing from the old m their views of art, in their methods 
of execution, their choice of subjects, as well as in their modes of 
imitating nature. We, who Hve in remembrance of some of the glories 
of the early exhibitions, may at times feel a lingering regret at the 
change; but a candid consideration of the present state of the art leads 
us to the conclusion that, though changed, the talent of the hying 
painters quite supports the reputation achieved for the society by 
those who have passed away. 

It has always been the policy of the society to absorb the rising 
talent of the water-colour school, and by this means to maintain its 
general superiority; as any new genius arose, he was at the first oppor- 
tunity elected an associate exhibitor, and finally, a member of the 
society. But it was also found advisable to limit the number of mem- 
bers ; and as the time arrived when the spread of art rendered it impos- 
sible, under this condition, to admit many men whose talent could 
not be questioned, a powerful body remained outside. This led in 1831 
to the foundation of 'The New Society of Painters in Water-Colours*, 
which in 1833 took the name of 'The Associated Painters in Water- 
Colours’, and which after several changes in its constitution is now 
amalgamated with a body of painters who exhibited at the Dudley 
Gallery; its name being now the Royal Institute of Painters in Water- 
Colours. It differs firom the other society as it wisely admits outsiders 
to the benefits of its exhibitions. 
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Some account of ^ The Sketching Society* cannot be omitted, and it 
connects itself most appropriately with the subject of this chapter. Its 
professed object was the study of epic and pastoral design, with 
which, in practice, good-fellowship and the love of art-gossip were 
largely associated. The idea arose with die two brothers Chalon and 
Francis Stevens. The society was founded on 6 January (Twelfth day) 
1808. The rules were simple: the number of members was limited to 
eight, and the president had the privilege of mtroducing one visitor. 
They met at each other’s houses in rotation weekly, during the season, 
the host of the evening being the president, and privileged to name the 
subject, which, after a cup of tea or coffee, he announced, and at eight 
o’clock the members began their impromptu designs. Then, after two 
hours so employed, at ten o’clock the members sat down to supper — 
at first a very simple repast, but, as in all like cases, by degrees so 
luxurious that attempts were made to restrain it by sumptuary laws. 
After supper, the president submitted each member’s sketch for 
criticism and judgement. The first members were (in order of pre- 
cedence determined by lot) Wilham Turner of Oxford, Alfred 
Edward Chalon, Thomas Webster (die author of Elements of Science 
and Art), Michael Sharp, Francis Stevens, Cornelius Varley, John 
James Chalon, with Henry P. Bone, added at the second meeting. 

The subjects selected were of the most varied character; above one 
hundred were from the Bible. On two occasions the Queen, who felt 
great mterest in the works of the society, sent them sealed subjects, 
‘Desire’ and ‘Elevation’. After supper came the criticism of the 
works, which occasioned many merry quips and jokes, in which 
truths were told, and many grave meanings and true art-judgements 
were given. The society, in its fortieth year, quietly ceased to exist in 
1848. The sketches made at the house of each member in succession 
became his property, and it was contrary to the rules of the society to 
ahenate them in any way; but in the last few years they have found 
their way into the auction-room and the shops of the dealers, where 
some have realized large prices. 



200 THE FOUNDERS OF THE WATER-COLOUR SOCIETY 


Hackney. His father objected to the lad’s taking up art as a profession; 
he thought it a bad business, and declared none of his children should 
follow it. But the stars ordained otherwise. John was sent on liking 
to a silversmith, with the intention to bind him apprentice to that 
trade. But the father’s death intervening, he managed to jSree himself 
from the engagement, and was able to obtain some employment — ^we 
hardly know what it could be — ^with a portrait painter. As he 
advanced in years he grew a strong and resolute youth, able to endure 
much fatigue of body and mind, and went to work when about 
sixteen with an architectural draughtsman. Young Varley had to 
be at the office at eight o’clock every morning, and the work 
of the day was very trying; yet such was his enthusiasm for art, and 
his desire to improve himself, that when dayhght permitted he always 
had two hours’ sketching in the morning before proceeding to his 
office, the carts and barrows in the streets, and the characteristic 
figures with which at that early hour they are peopled, forming sub- 
jects for his pencil. With his master he made a journey to sketch the 
principal buildings in the towns they visited, and gained some credit 
for a view of Peterborough Cathedral. This he exhibited at die Royal 
Academy in 1798, which is the first time his name occurs in the 
catalogue. 

He was one of the class of young painters that met continually at 
the house of Dr. Monro in the Adelphi, and was consequently early 
thrown into the company of the two rising water-colour painters, 
Turner and Girtin, the latter of whom Varley took for his model; 
and the impression Girtin made upon him lasted through life, rather 
leading Varley to disparage the art of his other companion Turner. 
In 1799, Varley made a sketching tour in North Wales, in company 
wtith George Amald (1763-1841), the landscape pamter, who after- 
wards became an associate of the Academy. Here Varley had found 
the true field for the exercise of his art. He made numerous sketches 
and studies of the mountam scenery, revisited Wales in 1800, and 
agam in 1802, and afterwards, Northumberland, Yorkshire, and other 
parts of England. 

In 1803 John Varley married one of tliree sisters who all became 
the wives of men of reputation. One married Muzio dementi of 
musical celebrity, and the founder of a large pianoforte manufactory; 
the other, Copley Fielding, the president of the Water-Colour 
Society. Varley exhibited at the Royal Academy, in 1804, the last 
time for a long term of years. On the foundation of the Society of 
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Painters in Water-Colours, he joined them, and to* their first exhi- 
bition, in 1805, he sent forty-two paintings, mostly Welsh sutyecjtSi 
except four or five, which were Yorkshire views. In the following 
year he contributed many works, some’ of them styled compositions, 
many, no doubt, hasty works done as lessons before pupils. He sent 
in all no less than 344 works in eight years, showing rapidity and 
application, but leading to sad repetitions of manner and subject. 
What wonder that there are so many inferior works by his hand, and 
that he became insipid and commonplace! He searched the prints and 
etchings of the old masters for portions to introduce into his com- 
positions, and repeated his sketches with varied stock-foregrounds. 
Nevertheless, when he laid himself out to do his best, and when be 
studied his subjects on the spot, his pictures have qualities that we find 
in no other painters — ^freshness, clearness, largeness of manner, and a 
classical air, even in the most common and matter-of-fact subjects. 

In 1813 a chauge was made in the constitution of the Water-Colour 
Society, and several of the old members seceded; but Varley was not of 
these. He clung to the society through all its vicissitudes and changes. 
From the opening of the Water-Colour Gallery, Varley ceased to ex- 
hibit at the Royal Academy, and up to 1825 no work of his appeared 
on the Academy walls. In that year he is again an exhibitor, and with 
the exception of three years only, he was a regular contributor to the 
time of liis death. One or two of his works were, we believe, in oil. 
His last work was a drawing from the well-known cedar-trees in the 
Botanical Gardens at Chelsea, which are seen from the Thames in 
all their funereal grandeur. He had suffered firom an affection of the 
kidneys, and probably allured by a resemblance of the old trees, he 
sat down to sketch them and had a relapse. He was unable to reach 
home, and died in a friend’s house on 17 Noyember 1842. . 

Varley was a great enthusiast m all he U(t;idertook, and, like all 
enthusiasts, communicated the feeling to those around him: many 
stories are told in illustration of this; among others, that being engaged 
to teach in Bedford Square, not only his pupils, but even the very 
servants took brush and paper to try their skill at landscape painting. 
Varley, knocking at the door on one occasion, was delayed a mmute 
of two, and when the serv^t opened it, the painter found that the 
delay had been pccasioned by John’s being engaged, at the moment, 
washing in a sky at the hall table; the work did not please Varley, so he 
stopped on his way to the parlour, seized the brush, and immediately 
began to exemplify the necessary changes in the work before him. ' 

H 
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He was very kind to young artists, often giving them gratuitous 
instruction; lending and even giving them drawings and sketches. Of 
the value of this instruction, we have the best evidence in the artists 
he formed. W. H. Hunt and William Turner of Oxford, together 
with John Linnell and Francis Oliver Finch, were his pupils; the two 
former — ^if not the latter — Shaving been apprenticed to him. A man 
who could turn out two such pupils as Wilham Hunt and John Linnell 
must have had something to teach as well as a good method of 
imparting knowledge. 

From his pictures we should say that Varley was a perfect master of 
the rules of composition, and apphed them in his best works with 
great genius — ^perhaps relying too much on them in his mere stock-in- 
trade drawings. Many pithy sayings, remembered by his pupils, 
clearly inculcate art truths. Thus his remark that ‘nature wants 
cooking’, no doubt imphes in a terse way that the painter must not 
take Nature merely as he finds her, but, by selection and arrangement, 
must make her palatable. Again, he would say, ‘Every picture ought to 
have a look-there! ’ a point of mterest to which the eye should at once 
be carried — something that, having impressed itself upon the painter’s 
mind, it was his business to impress also upon the spectator. He used 
jokingly to say that every landscape ought to compose in the form 
of a cross; perhaps implying the predominance of some object in the 
foreground on one side of the picture, over every object on the other 
side. Some one, taking him too literally, objected that there were 
subjects in nature in which this was an impossibility, and made a rude 
sketch of Waterloo Bridge with the shot tower rismg high above it, 
remarking triumphandy, ‘Where is the cross in this composition?* 
‘Ah,’ said Varley, quietly, ‘you have forgotten the reflection in the 
water,’ and taking the pendl, he dashed in the dark under the tower, 
and the cross was complete. He hkened the deHberate progression of 
oil painting to philosophy, while water-colour painting was, he said, 
to be assimilated to wit, which loses more by deUberation than is 
gained in truth. 

Varley was a man of large, liberal, and genial character, full of con- 
versation on many topics, brilliant on all, witty in his command of 
apt analogies. One who was his pupil writes, ‘I scarcely remember 
any man upon whom we might make a call with more certainty of 
half an hour’s refined amusement and instruction’; and his wife adds, 
‘he was very kind to children, taking great mterest in their childish 
attempts. I remember him with his laughing, ’'rosy, good-natured 



JOHN VARLEY 


203 


face, telling his stories to my father and to the delighted wonderment 
of his children/ In the latter part of his life, he fell into difficulties 
arising from the bad management of his household, and not in any 
way from extravagance, selfrindulgence, or indolence on his part, for 
he was ever temperate, energetic, and a hard worker. ‘Sometimes 
that he might get on with his work,’ says a friend, ‘his dinner was sent 
into his study. There lay together in a pleasant confusion, “curious 
books”, deep twilights, and fruit pie; a bit snatched now and then in 
the intervals of very solemn talk about tolling curfews, setting moons, 
or Macbeth’s casde in its inspissated gloom . 

Varley said his domestic difficulties, which would have worried any 
other man into his grave, were beneficial to him, as just preventing 
him from being too happy. The Vicar of Wakefield had a pleasant 
way of getting rid of troublesome poor relations, by lending them a 
great-coat or an umbrella, which the vicar knew would secure their 
absence for the future. Varley had an equally original way of getting 
paid by rich, but forgetful debtors — ^ way he used to say which saved 
the unpleasantness of law. ‘I send in a new bill,’ said the painter, 
‘making a mistake in the amount of a guinea or two against myself, 
and the money comes in directly.’ Every one who has heard anything 
of Varley has heard of his enthusiasm for astrology; there is no doubt 
he was shrewd enough to see, as indeed he was candid enough to own, 
that his astrology was one of the great causes of his popularity as a 
drawing-master. ‘Ladies come to take drawing lessons,’ said he, ‘that 
they may get their nativities cast,’ but there is no doubt also that he 
was to a certain pomt sincere in his belief of his astrological powers, 
and many curious coincidences between his predictions and the event 
are related by his friends and pupils. We have told how he predicted 
the marriage of Sir Augustus Callcott, and he seems also to have cast 
the nativity of Cotman, who, by the way, was as eccentric as Varley, 
and a man of genius also. Varley calling one day to inquire about his 
friend, who was very ill, learnt that the doctor had given him over 
and that he was dying; to which he replied, ‘Nonsense, he won’t die 
these ten years,’ and, being taken into the sick man’s room, he 
addressed him: ‘Why, Cotman, you are not such a fool as to think 
you are dying? No such thing, the stars tell'another story,’ and his 
friend recovered. John Linnell mentions that one day the stars 
revealing to Varley that he was in danger from water, he would not 
go out, thinking it safest to remain in, the house; but, towards 
evening, he fulfilled the prediction by falling over a pail of water and 
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wounding his leg. A friend introduced a young artist to Varley — an 
utter stranger — and the painter at once proceeded to cast his nativity: 
‘Some very unpleasant affair must just have happened to you, some 
disagreement with a man of florid complexion, light sandy hair, etc.,’ 
and the stranger looked utterly astonished, for he owned that Varley 
was accurately describing a man with whom he had just quarrelled. 

It is said that he was thrice burnt out of his house, and that on one of 
these occasions, instead of exerting himself to remove his goods, he 
merely remarked, ‘The fire is not destined to go beyond the study 
••which It is now consuming’. All this serves to mark the character of 
the man, but it distracted his attention from the proper pursuit of his 
profession. Varley wrote a Treatise on Zodiacal Physiognomy, 1828, 
besides works really relating to his profession, such as Observations on 
Colouring and Sketching from Nature in 1830, and A Practical Treatise on 
Perspective, c. 1^21. 

Varley’s compositions have few parts; the details are passed over, 
and great breadth and simplicity is the result. Varley *s‘ tints are 
beautifully laid, with a full and free pencil, and stippling is not 
resorted to, to flatten the masses; but he said that he got very fine 
qualities and suggestions m his skies by pumping vigorously upon 
them; yet the washing is not apparent, the tints of clouds being 
generally very sharply defined, and this is the case also with his foliage, 
which is massive and large, rather than imitative; he oftentimes 
resorted to taking out the light in his foliage with bread, but did not 
use body colour in his best works. He usually painted ordinary 
sun-light, and summer foliage rather than autumnal tints, seldom 
treating sunsets, or what are called effects. He was very happy in the 
introduction of figures to his landscapes, so as to lead the eye to the 
interesting point, the Took there’ of his picture. He loved to have 
children around him when sketching fi:om nature, and often en- 
couraged their gambols by cakes and scrambles for half-pence. Thus 
he never wanted models, and was able to see them at all points of his 
subject, and to determine where they could most appropriately be 
introduced into the picture. In his latter years he practised a new 
mode of execution, which seemed to produce great richness and 
power, but wanted the freshness and purity of his works in the earUer 
maimer. This new mode consisted in laying down a sheet of whitey- 
brown over hard white paper, painting the subject richly on the 
low-toned surface paper, and then rubbing away for the high lights 
down to the pure white paper; thus he gained great tone, combined 
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with briUiancy, but it was meretricious and was a bad exchange for 
I his earUer and simpler manner. His art has influenced his pupfls 
throughout life, and it may justly be said that in their practice linger 
most of those great truths diat have been acknowledged by all the 
best painters; and which, if they are ignored for a time for mere 
imitative art, will have to be revived, and again become dogmas if we 
are to again have great artists m our school. 

William Henry Pyne, another of the foundation members of the 
Water-Colour Society, is better known by his art publications than 
by his paintings. He was the son of a tradesman in Holbom, where 
young Pyne was bom in 1769. He practised various branches of art in 
water-colours, and was by turns a portrait, a landscape, and a figure 
painter. In 1803, two years before the formation of the society, Pyne 
pubhshed a work which he called A Microcosm , or Picturesque Delinea- 
tion of the Arts, Agriculture, Manufactures, etc., of Great Britain. It is an 
oblong foHo, containing many hundred groups, and rustic figures, 
utensfls, etc., etched and aqua-dnted — a kind of store-house for 
amateur painters to glean aid from m making up their pictures. Pyne 
was a great lover of society, and associating much with his brother 
artists, was full of anecdotes of them and of their art. His publications 
and the connection they brought him into with publishers, led him to 
forsake art for authorship. He was the author of a series of chatty and 
agreeable papers, which he named Wine and Walnuts, and he after- 
wards projected and edited a clever gossiping serial. The Somerset 
House Gazette, to which we have been occasionally indebted, and 
which deserved a longer existence than it was fated to obtain. It was 
only continued for two years, when it was merged into the Literary 
Chronicle. He conducted his literary work under the name of Ephraim 
Hardcasde. Two of Pyne’s sons followed the arts. One of them 
married a daughter of John Varley. Pyne himself died in 1843 . 

In considering an artist’s works it is always desirable to know what 
were the causes that led him to adopt art as his profession. Hence, his 
birthplace and p^entage, the influences that surrounded him in his 
youth, the master who taught him and the intimates and associates 
who formed his taste, aU his local surroundings have an interest. 
Strange to say, though so short a time has elapsed since many of the 
founders of our water-colour school have passed from us, the facts 
of their early life which may now he collected axe, in most cases, very 
meagre, while all that relates to them is too often entirely forgotten. 
Thus it is with Robert Hills, the animal painter, of whom we merely 
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know that he was bom at Islington on 26 June 1769, and that 
at school be received some instruction m art from John Alexander 
Gresse (1741-1794), noted for his corpulency. This John or ‘Jack 
Grease’, as he was called by his brother artists, was a drawing-master 
of fashionable repute, who taught, among others, the princesses, 
daughters of George III, and often had the honour of a gossip with 
His Majesty. We know nothing of the profit derived from his in- 
struction by young HiUs, who must have commenced art early in 
life, since, in 1791, when only twenty-one years of age, we find him 
contributing to the exhibition of the Royal Academy, ‘A Wood 
Scene with Gipsies,’ and, in 1792, ‘A Landscape’. No doubt, with 
other artists, he was dissatisfied with the treatment water-colour art 
necessarily received then, as after this he ceased to be an exhibitor; and 
we find his name among the six painters who met at Samuel Shelley’s 
rooms to form the Water-Colour Society. He was one of the first 
members, and was for many years their secretary. To their exhibition 
he was a constant contributor until 1818, when, from some cause, he 
ceased to contribute until 1823, 

HiUs died at No. 17 Golden Square, on 14 May 1844, when he had 
nearly attained his seventy-fifth year. He was buned at Kensal Green. 

He was a diligent student of nature and untiring in collecting 
materials for his art; his studies of animals amount to several hun- 
dreds. Many of these he etched with great skill, and between 1798 and 
1835 he published etchings of nearly 800 animals and groups of ani- 
mals in every variety of action and fore-shortening, treated with 
great delicacy of outhne and careful definition of form. A bronze 
statue of a red deer modelled by Hills in terra-cotta in 1817, and 
afterwards wrought by him in bronze, was to be seen m the great 
Exhibition of 1862, and is a proof how easily the artist who has 
obtamed a thorough knowledge of his subject can overcome the 
difficulty of expressing it in a material foreign to his usual practice. 

Hdls’s handling and mode of execution were totally unlike the 
felicitous ease of Sir Edwin Landseer, or the dashing freedom of 
Frederick Tayler. His art is patiendy elaborated — the labour bestowed 
evident and undisguised. He seems never to have worked direct 
from nature, but from his various studies, these being mosdy 
drawings. Thus that clear, truthful touch that is obtained by working 
with nature before 115 is wholly wanting ; in some of his earlier 
works the handling is less laboured; m all his latter works the animals 
— ^nay, even the backgrounds — ^have a woolly texture that is very 



JOSHUA CRISTALL 


207 


disagreeable. Again, painting from drawings has prevented that 
attention to the accidents of rehef so observable in objects seen out of 
doors or in surJight, and we miss those subtle interchanges of Hght 
and dark, of form lost and found, that may be stored from repeated 
observations, but are apt to escape us when working apart from 
nature. Hills generally gives the characteristic actions of the arumals 
with great truth — particularly of his deer; these he evidently loved to 
paint more than any other animal. He often worked in conjunction 
with George Barret and with G. E. Robson. 

The professors of the new art of water-colour painting were mostly 
landscape pamters, but the society was fortunate in numbering among 
its founders Joshua Cristallj a figure and % landscape painter, whose 
works served to give divenity and contrast to their exhibitions. He 
was the son of Alexander Cristall, the master of a small vessel trading 
to the ports of the Mediterranean, and was bom at Camborne in 
Cornwall, in 1767. 

His mother was well educated, a lady of enthusiastic temperament, 
full of love for poetry, and for the mythic lore of classic antiquity. She 
devoted herself to the education of her son, and from her he early 
imbibed that classical taste which throughout hfe characterized his 
works. A friend of his father’s offered to adopt young CnstaU, and to 
take him into his business, promising to leave the boy all his wealth. 
But Cristall hated trade, and had early resolved to be an artist. This 
his father opposed, and denied him the use of paper and pendls in 
order to overcome his propensity for drawing and painting. But 
Joshua found means to pursue his favounte studies; with his scanty 
pocket-money he purchased Spanish hquorice, dissolved it in water, 
and with this colour covered the white-washed walls of his bedroom 
with designs and drawings, some of which are said to have been 
very bold and spirited, and to have indicated his future excellence 
The elder Cristall removed to Rotherhithe, and engaged in business 
as a sail- and mast-maker, in which he was. assisted and fibually suc- 
ceeded by a younger brother of the painter. Joshua meanwhile was 
apprenticed by his father to a china dealer in the Minories, but the 
business was so hateful to him that he quitted his apprenticeship before 
his term was completed. This led also to his being obHged to leave his 
home and to enter upon a life of great hardship. A fnend recommend- 
ed him to Wedgwood for employment as a china-painter, and for a 
time he worked in the potteries. But the mechanical repetition and 
reproduction required at that time by the manufacturer was irksome 
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to Cristall, and afforded no scope for his art or his imagination; he 
returned to London, living as best he could with secret assistance 
from his devoted mother. During this time it is related that he 
seriously injured his health by endeavouring to hve solely on potatoes 
and water, an attempt he persevered in for nearly a year. One of his 
sisters determined to live with him and to share his difficulties. She 
got work from an engraver, and by various means they endeavoured 
to live while he studied his art. He obtained his admittance as a 
student of tie Royal Academy, and not only rapidly improved in 
his profession, but learned from his brother students many little ways 
of addmg to his stinted income. 

In the schools of the Roy^l Academy he must have dihgently studied 
the antique, and entered fully into its spirit. It entirely delivered him 
from that tendency to littleness and prettiness which is almost inherent 
in water-colour art, and formed in him the large, square, and simple 
style which he retained through life, and which gave grandeur even 
to common forms and rustic figures. At this period he was one of 
those who frequented the house of Dr. Monro — the practising 
academy in which so many of our best water-colour artists were 
formed. Cristall’s diligence and love of his art overcame all obstacles 
to his progress, and gradually won for him reputation and success. 
He was one of the six original members of the Water-Colour Society. 
Though he had studied the figure, and loved figure subjects, he also 
painted landscapes, marine subjects, and occasionally portraits, so 
that he sent a great variety of works to the new exhibition. 

His works were not numerous: between 1805 and 1821 he exhibited 
223 pictures, or on an average about thirteen per annum. In 1821 we 
find him invested with the office of president; this he held until 1831, 
when he was succeeded by Copley Fielding. Whilst Hving at Maida 
Hih, the painter, about the year 1812, became acquainted with Miss 
Cozens. She had been left an orphan, and brought up by her aunt, a 
lady who kept a large school at the Old Manor House, Paddington 
Green, then a quaint and rural stiburb..The aunt sent her niece to 
France, in exchange for the daughter of a French nobleman, by whose 
family Miss Cozens was much beloved and treated as a second 
daughter. At the breaking out of the French Revolution, the chateau 
where they resided was attacked by a revolutionary mob, and the 
family made prisoners, the ladies being sent to Paris, and Miss Cozens 
with them. After a time she had the good fortime to escape as an 
American, and, passing through Germany, joined her aunt in England 
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and eventually succeeded her in the school. This lady Cristall married 
in 1813 ; her cultivated mind and lively French manners, together with 
his talents, made their society much sought after, and Aeir house 
became the resort of the musicians, authors, and artists of the day. 

Mrs. Cristall, who thought her husband’s works not sufficiendy 
finished, urged upon him greater completion, and also tried to induce 
him to recommence portraits. Her influence prevailed for a time, but 
he afterwards returned to his own special subjects and broad manner 
of treating them. 'About die year 1821, Cristall’s health failing, his 
wife proposed a country -residence; and by the advice of their fHend, 
Mr. Meyrick of Goodrich Casde, they bought a cottage in that 
lovely neighbourhood, to which they removed some time in 1822. 
There the painter passed many happy years, closed at last by the 
lingering illness of his wife, whose death made Goodrich distasteful 
to him. He was cMdless, and in 1840 he again returned to London, 
and took up his abode in Robert Street, Hampstead Road, and sought 
to renew his intimacy with his brother artists and old associates. He 
had continued the practice of his art, and, with the exception of the 
year 1832, his aimual contributions to the water-colour exhibition. 
On his return to London he found the art-world astir, and artists of 
aU ages entering vigorously into the competition proposed by the 
Government for the decoration of the Houses of ParHament. Not- 
withstanding his advanced age, Cristall prepared to join in the struggle 
for honours and rewards; but leaving a party at the house of Samuel 
Rogers, he was knocked down by the carelessness of a cab-driver, in 
crossing one of the crowded streets of his own neighbourhood. 
Although he recovered from the accident it incapacitated him from 
labouring on a large cartoon and he abandoned the competition. 
He removed to Circus Road, St. John’s Wood, where he died, 
18 October 1847. One of his Herefordshire firiends, who happened to 
be in London, watched by his bedside the last three days and nights of 
his illness; and at his own request, Cristall was buried near his wife at 
Goodrich. What Uttle property he had was left to two very faithful 
servants, who had Hved many years with him and his wife. 

We have already said that Cristall was a good draughtsman, and 
that his style served to give dignity to the practice of water-colour 
painting. If we cannot wholly free him from the charge of mannerism, 
it was’ of a nature to give his work a separate and distmet character. 
His art was large and ‘simple, and entirely' free fi:om.pfettiness and 
insipidity. In his execution he made but little use of the new processes 
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by which finesse of execution is sought and obtained. He used his 
brush with freedom, and laid on flat and clear tints, not resorting 
much to stippling or washing; taking out his lights broadly, but 
carefully avoiding the use of body colours. Thus his pictures are 
wholly transparent, like those of all the best painters of his day. He 
was, when resident in London, a member of the Sketching Society, of 
which mention has been made. 

John Glover, whose art forms a link between the early practice of 
water-colour painting, and that which obtains in our day, was the 
son of poor parents. He was bom at Houghton-on-the-Hill in 
Leicestershire, on i8 February 1767. Brought up in a small village 
in the midland counties, there seemed httle to lead him to the 
pursuit of art. He received a plain education, suitable to his station, 
of which art-teaching formed no part. Yet we are told that, as a mere 
child, drawing was his delight, and that every scrap of paper he could 
obtain was filled with his designs. He seemed to have made good use 
of his school teaching, nevertheless, for in 1786 he was elected master 
of the Free School at Appleby, and in his leisure hours not only studied 
art, but cultivated music with some success. His mind, however, ran 
too much upon art for him to be contented with general teaching, 
and about 1794. he removed to Lichfield, and gave up all his time to 
art, and to art-instruction. Up to this period he had painted only in 
water-colours, but now he began to work in oil, in which he after- 
wards met with great success. We are told also that he produced some 
etched plates; but these have not come under our notice. Glover's 
practice in water-colours was founded on that of William Payne of 
Plymouth. Many of his early works are laid in with Payne's grey, and 
the colour is tinted over this preparation. Like Payne, he was tricky 
in his execution; his foliage was wrought by spHtting the hairs of his 
brush, which gives a clever lightness and facility of handling, and a 
sense of ease in execution but is apt to result in a great sameness 
throughout the foliage. This manner he continued to practise after 
the art had advanced to newer methods in the hands of other painters. 
Like Payne, he delighted in startling accidental effects, and was very 
clever in introducing into his pictures sun-rays bursting through 
clouds or through foUage. 

His style seems to have pleased the public, who are soon attracted 
by any peculiarity or novelty. His works became widely known, and 
his reputation as an artist was established. So much so that at the 
foundation of the Society of Painters in Water-Colours, of which he 
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was one of the promoters, he sent nineteen pictures to the first 
exhibition in 1805. 

On the restoration of the Bourbon family he visited Paris, extend- 
ing his journey to Switzerland and Italy, and gathering studies for 
future subjects. He now almost wholly abandoned water-colour 
painting, and spread large canvases for pictures in oil, for whidi he 
was enabled to obtain what at that time was thought very large 
prices. His terms as a teacher axe said to have been very exorbitant. The 
world, as usual, thought his peculiar manner was a secret, that, once 
obtained, the possessor could exercise with equal effect. It was 
Glover’s practice to spend the entire day with his pupil, executing a 
small work in his presence, which was left for a time for the student 
to repeat, but was afterwards a further source of profit to the painter. 

He emigrated to Tasmania in March 1831, and set up his easel amid 
scenery wholly different from that he had left; some few of his works 
were purchased in the colony and others he sent to England, where it 
was expected that the novelty of the scenery would prove a charm; 
but topography is widely separated from art; it is not the scenery, but 
the mode of realizing it to the spectator, the mode of presenting it with 
all the force of the artist’s mind, that makes the picture a work of art. 
Glover’s manner had become somewhat stale before he left England, 
and no adaptation of worked-up effects to new scenes could revive its 
interest. His works excited no attention, and found no purchasers in 
England, For several of the latter years of his life he painted but httle, 
passing his time in peace and tranquillity among his children and 
grandchildren. He died on 9 December 1849, aged eighty-two yean. 
The impression he made in his day was more that of successful novelty 
than of art-excellence, and art was but litde advanced by him. 

William Havell has well sustained the reputation to which his 
knowledge of art and his early works jusdy entide him. He was the 
third son in a family of eight boys. and six girls, and was bom at 
Reading on 9 February 1782. His father was a drawing-master, 
but the pressure of a large family made it necessary to seek some 
addition to his small professional earmngs, and he engaged in a retail 
business iti the town. WiUiam Havell was sent early in life to the 
grammar-school at Reading, of which Dr. Valpy was then the head 
master. His father was the drawing-master at the school. His son 
continued there several years, and gained a good classical education, 
which fitted bim for a better position than his birth and family 
prospects promised him. 
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Dwelling in a country town with many sons to provide for and 
litde means of placing them out in life, his father — ^when young 
Havell left school — ^wished him to follow his business rather than to 
adopt his art. He had felt, as who engaged in teaching has not, the 
incessant toil, the exposure to all weathers, the imcertainty of engage- 
ments, and the small remuneration of a country teacher, and. he 
thought the certainty of trade afforded a better prospect; but the 
youth thought otherwise, and sought every opportunity secretly to 
improve himself in drawing. Being surprised by his father on one 
occasion while finishing a sketch, the latter was so much struck with 
the artistic feeling it displayed that he saw it would no longer be 
right to oppose his son’s decided inclination. Henceforth he was 
permitted to study openly. He received every help from his father, 
and was aided, to make a journey to Wales in pursuit of his art. He 
returned with a large number of sketches, and with deep and vivid 
impr^sions of the marvellous effects of cloud and air in mountain 
scenery. We first trace young Havell as exhibitor in the catalogues 
of theRoyal Academy in 1 804 and 1 805, after this he became a member 
of the Society of Paiuters in Water-Colours, 

. His sister Lucy, in a short biography of her brother, tells us that in 
1807 Havell went to Westmorland, and that in order to study the 
scenery thoroughly, he took a cottage at Ambleside, and remained 
more than twelve months. In this time he painted many of his finest 
water-colour works. She says that ‘from this date until he left for 
China in 1816, he was in the height of his prosperity’. Meanwhile 
he had lived occasionally with a married sister at Hastings, and in 
1810-11 came to Reading to assist his father, whose declining health 
prevented him from continuing his professional teaching in that 
neighbourhood. 

When changes took place in the Water-Colour Society in 1813, 
Havell seceded from it, although he annually sent one or two pictures 
for exhibition until he left England, When the embassy to China, 
under Lord Amherst, was determined on, Havell was appointed to 
accompany it as an artist, and sailed in the Alceste on 9 July x8i6. 
His journal; full of descriptions of character and scenery, remained 
in the possession of his sister. Unfortunately, Havell did not agree 
with the officers with whom he messed, and having gravely offended 
one of them and refused him the satisfaction demanded, his position 
was rendered exceedingly unpleasant, and Sir Murray Maxwell 
being detached with his ship to India, Havell was glad to accept his 
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offer of a passage there, and left the embassy at Macao. He spent a 
fortnight at Manila and landed at Penang, the scenery of which 
struck him from its extreme richness. Hfere he was invited to remain, 
and would have had full employment for his talents, but fearing to 
lose the good introductions he had obtained for Calcutta, he deter- 
mined to proceed, and reached that Presidency on 4 April 1817. 
.In a letter written shordy after, he appears to have been highly satis- 
fied with his prospects; he was in full employment, chiefly painting 
small portraits in water-colours, and hoping to realize a purse for his 
return. He remained in India until 1S25, but soon found that if there 
was ample employment the terms were inadequate to pay the 'expenses 
of travelling from place to place, and to maintain an establishment 
suitable to his position and the cosdy style of living. An attack of fever 
follovong cholera determined him to return to his native country. 
Though without the fortune he had expected in the sanguine days of 
his arrival, he had realized a small sum as a provision for the future. 

In 1827, he re-entered the Water-Colour Society, and the same year 
he visited Florence, Rome, and Naples. For two years he continued to 
exhibit works in water-colour, but he had begun to devote himself to 
oil, and after 1828 his pictures are no longer in the society’s catalogue; 
and in 1830 his name disappears from the list of members, to re- 
appear in the list of exhibitors of the Royal Academy as a contributor 
of works in oil, mosdy from Itahan sources. He continued to exhibit 
there until 1857, the year of his death. . 

After his return from abroad Havell hved at 16 Bayswater Terrace, 
where his sister kept house for him until her death in 1853. This was a 
sad shock to him. He had lost most of his early friends by death and 
absence, and his future prospects, owing to money losses, were far 
from encouraging. To add to his troubles, his house was robbed, and 
among other valuables a number of his drawings and unsold works 
were stolen from the walls. On this occasion the aid of the police was 
sought, and a knovting detective, who, however, had not added 
connoisseurship to his other attainments, supplied with one of Havell’s 
drawings as op. example, was sent found to pawnbrokers and dealers 
in search of the lost works^ Entering a shop of tjfls kind in Wardour 
’Street, he asked, ‘Have you purchased any pictures like this lately?’ 

. The dealer, struck by the work exhibited, exclaimed at once, * Ah, a 
fine Havell! a very fine Havell! * The detective, whose suspicions 
were aroused by the recognition, replied, ‘Ah, yes, a Havell tme 
enough; but how the devil came you to know that it is a Havell?* 
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Eventually the drawings were discovered at a pawnbroker’s at 
Paddington, and the artist was more hurt by the fact that only two 
or three shillings had been obtained upon his best works than he had 
been by their loss, notwithstandmg its importance to him. 

His health declined, and having gone to his native place for a change 
of air too late in the season, he returned in a weakened state, and 
gradually became worse. On his death-bed he made a gift of what 
little remained of his property to two of his remaining sisters, and 
died 1 6 December 1857. He was buried at Kensal Green, where a 
simple stone has been erected to his memory. 

It is for his early connexion with water-colour art that we have 
introduced in our work a memoir of Havell. He aided to lift the art 
out of the htdeness of the topographic school. His early manner 
was large and massive, suppressii^ unimportant details, and treating 
tie picture for its general effect. His oil pictures have much excellence, 
for though rather yellow in hue, and somewhat monotonous, the 
effect of sunshine is admirably given; the picture is usually well 
composed and arranged, while these works are at least marked by a 
distinct and characteristic style. 

To complete this chapter we must notice Francis Nicholson, bom at 
Pickering in Yorkshire on 14 November 1753, of a family well 
known as the possessors of a small property in that neighbourhood. 
After two visits to London, he setded at Whitby, where he continued 
nearly ten years. He then resided for a time at Knaresborough, and 
subsequently at Ripon, and afterwards came to London and estab- 
lished himself as an artist. We find no information as to how or when 
he began art, and can only trace that he first exhibited at the Royal 
Academy in 1789, *A View of Casde Howard*. 

His practice was in water-colours, and he must have made good 
progress in 1804, to have been then accepted as one of the members of 
the Water-Colour Society. But his art, though highly respectable, and 
showing much power, never attained excellence. He published The 
Practice of Drawing and Painting Landscapes font Nature, 1821. He 
devoted much time to the advancement of lithography, giving up 
the practice of his own art, and having acquired a competency, only 
worked for his pleasure, amusing himself with experiments in 
painting, and the use of different vehicles, and at the advanced age 
of nmety-one years, died in Charlotte Street, Portland Place, on 
4 March 1844. 
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SIR THOMAS LAWRENCE 

Thomas Lawrence, afterwards Sir Thomas, and die fourth presi-* 
dent of the Royal Academy, was bom at Bristol on 4 May 1769. 
His father was the son of a clergyman, and although originally bred 
to the law, was at the time of his son's birth the landlord of the 
White Lion Inn in that aty ; his mother was a daughter of the vicar 
of Tenbury. The marriage of the parents of the painter had been 
somewhat clandestine, and Mrs. Lawrence was disowned by her 
family on that account; she seems to have been a woman of much 
refinement and sweetness of disposition, and was hardly fitted for 
the hostess of an inn. In 1772, when young Lawrence was about three 
years of age, the father, having failed in his business in Bristol, 
removed to Devizes, and was aided by his fiiends to take the Black 
Bear Inn, in that town. These were the days when all travelling was 
comparatively slow, and when all the better class travelled post; and 
as Devizes was on the high road to Bath, then the great centre of 
fashionable resort when the London season was over, the Black 
Bear, the principal inn, was the resting-place of most of the visitors 
to that city of waters. 

Young Lawrence, as a child, was eminendy beautiful; by his 
father’s zealous teaching he had committed many fine passages from* 
our poets to memory, and was able to repeat them with much taste 
and innate feeling; added to this he early developed a power of 
sketching hkenesses, and would readily pencil either the profile or 
full face of tfao^e who sat to him. The father was very proud of his 
child’s beauty and precocity, and would often introduce him to his 
guests to exhibit his talents. 

Lawrence’s biographer tells us that in 1775, Mr., subsequendy Lord 
Kenyon, arrived with his lady late in the evening at Devizes. After the 
fatigues of travellmg— slow enough in those days — they were not in 
the best possible humour when the innkeeper entered their sitting- 
room, and proposed to show them his wonderful child; he told them 
his boy was only five years old and could take their likeness or repeat 
to them any speech in Milton’s ‘Pandemonium’. To that place the 
offended guests were on the eve of commending their host, when the 
child rushed in; and as Lady Kenyon used to relate, her vexation and 
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anger were suddenly changed into admiration. He was riding on a 
stick, and went round and round the room in the height of infantile 
joyousness. Mrs. Kenyon, as soon as she could get him to stand, asked 
the child if he could take the likeness of that gentleman, pointing to 
her husband. ‘That I can,’ said the Httle Lawrence, ‘and very like 
too.’ A high chair was placed on the table, pencils and paper were 
brought, and the infant artist soon produced an astonishingly striking 
likeness. Mr. Kenyon now coaxed the child, who had got tired by 
the half-hour’s labour, and asked him if he could take the likeness of 
the lady. ‘Yes, that I can,’ was his reply once more, ‘if she will turn 
her side to me, for her face is not straight’ — an indication of his early 
sense of correct form, which produced a laugh, as it happened to be 
true. He accordingly took a side likeness of Mrs. Kenyon, of which it 
is stid that twenty-five years afterwards the likeness could still be 
recognked. This drawing seems to have been nearly half hfe-size, and 
delicately shaded. 

Soon after this, at the age of six, young Lawrence was sent to 
school at Bristol for two years, at the end of which time his father’s 
increasing difficulties occasioned his recall. These two years were all 
young Lawrence was allowed to devote to his education; he not only 
went no more to school, but it wiU be found, as we proceed, that he 
had to "employ the years mostly set apart for education in making 
drawings and portraits. A few lessons in French, which enabled him 
to translate with difficulty, and the desultory instruction of his father, 
mostly turned towards reading and recitation, forming the only 
exception. The painter’s education was, indeed, rather carried on by 
conversation with the many distinguished and cultivated persons 
who sat to him, or sought his society as he advanced from childhood 
to early manhood. Even instruction in his art was denied to him. It is 
said that a Devonshire baronet took such a liking to the boy that he 
offered to send him to Rome to study, even at the cost of a thousand 
pounds, but Lawrence, the father, declined, saying that ‘his son’s 
talents required no cultivation’. In 1779, the elder Lawrence was 
obliged to leave Devizes with his family; they repaired first to Oxford, 
where the youth, whose fame had preceded him, found many sitters. 
The college dignitaries, on their way to Bath, had travelled by 
Devizes, and many, no doubt, had witnessed die performances of the 
boy painter. 

From 'Oxford, after a short stay at Weymouth, the Lawrence 
"amily went to Bath, where thcxldest brother of the painter, who was 
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a clergyman, had obtained the lectureship of St. Michaefs, and the 
studio of the younger quickly became the resort of the idleness and 
fashion of that pleasure-town. His first works were in crayons — ^his 
charges one guinea, and one guinea and a half for heads in ovals. At 
Bath he became acquainted with Mr. Hoare, R.A., who was eminent 
in this walk of art, and highly esteemed for his crayon portraits, and 
Lawrence acknowledges having received much advice and assistance 
from him. The collection of the Hon. Mr. Hamilton, of Lansdowne 
HiU, afforded him the means of studying — ^it would appear at second 
hand — ^some.* of the works of the Italian painters. Lawrence made 
crayon copies of the ‘Transfiguration’ of Raphael, the ‘Aurora’ of 
Guido, and the ‘Descent from the Cross’ of Daniel de Volterra. For 
the first of these works, done in 1783, when Lawrence was only 
thirteen years of age, he obtamed, two years later, the silver palette 
of the Society of Arts. The council would have awarded the work 
their gold medal had the rules permitted, but this was not possible. 
To mark their sense of the merits of the work, however, they had the 
palette* ‘gilded all over’, a good omen for the young painter. Mean- 
while his sitters increased, as did his prices; and he was in the habit of 
completing three or four portraits in each week at two or three 
guineas each. The beautiful Duchess of Devonshire and Mrs. Siddons^ 
were among his sitters; a portrait of the latter as Aspasia in the Grecian 
' Daughter was engraved, and proved highly remunerative. 

In 1787, the. elder Lawrence removed with his sbn to London, 
and on 13 September, the young painter, then in his eighteenth 
' year, was admitted a student to the Royal Academy. Mr. Howard, 
the secretary, said, *His proficiency in drawing, even at that time, 
was such as to leave ah his competitors in the antique school far be- 
hind him. His personal attractions were as remarkable as his talent; 
altogether he excited a great sensation, and seemed to the admiring 
students as nothing less than a young Raphael suddenly dropt among 
them. He was very handsome, and hxs chestnut locks flowing on his 
shoulders gave him a romantic appearance.’ Lawrence soon after 
obtained his wished-for introduction to Sir Joshua Reynolds; he took 
with him a portrait of himself which he had painted at Bath, but with 
all his self-confidence he trembled as-he awaited the. judgement of the 
great president. Sir Joshua was at the moment engaged with another 
aspirant for fame, whom he dismissed with but negative encourage- 
. ment. Young Lawrence’s work, however, he regarded some time, and 

^ There are two poi traits in the National Gallery and one in the Tate Gallery. 
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with great attention, then turning to him said, ‘ Stop, young man — I 
must have some talk with you — suppose, now, you think this is very 
fine, and this colouring very natural: hey— hey!’ and then began to 
cnticize the work and to point out its vanous faults. After a time he 
took the picture away into another room, probably to examine it 
more at leisure and freer from the observation of the young painter; on 
his returru h? advised Lawrence to study nature^diligently rather than 
the old masters, and with a genera] butinipressiye invitation to visit 
him often, dismissed him. Lawrence, who at once took advantage of 
this opening to Reynolds’s house, soon became a frequent visitor, and 
had no occasion to feel that he trespassed on the welcome given him. 

Lawrence at this time had made but few painted copies from the 
old masters — and had but htde practical study ofhis art; being warned 
by Reynolds of the danger of various experiments, the method he 
adopted was very simple, and he continued to practise it in aU his 
future work. Martin Archer Shee, afterwards P.R.A., writes of 
Lawrence in 1789: ‘He^is.a very genteel^ handsome young man, but 
rather effeminate in his manner. A newspaper that puffs him here (in 
London) very much, says he is not yet one-and-twenty ; but I am told 
by the students, who knew him in Bath, that he is three-and-trwenty. 
... He is. woiiderfully labonous in his manner of painting, and has 
the most uncommon patience and perseverance. As yet he has had the 
advantage of me in length of practice and opportunities of improve- 
ment. This is his fifth year of exhibiting in London. His price is ten 
guineas a head, and I hear he intends raising it. There is no young 
artist in London bids so fair to arrive at excellence, and I have no 
doubt that he will, if he is careful, soon make a fortune.* 

Lavwence’s career as a student of the Royal Academy was a very 
short one; the Queen and King were both interested in what they had 
heard of the provincial prodigy. The painter became an aspirant for 
higher honours than studentship, although much below the academic 
age. In November 1790, being then little more than twenty-one, he 
came on the ballot at the election for associate, and received three votes 
against sixteen, with which his opponent Wheatley was successful. 

It is probable that West, who owed so much to royal patronage, 
and most likely felt satisfied with the superior talent of the candidate, 
may have used his influence in Lawrence’s favour, and have been one of 
the three voters. However this may be, at the election of the ensuing 
year, 1791, Lawrence was successful in obtaining his associateship. 
Honours came thick upon him. Sir Joshua died in February 1792, and 
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ere the month was out the King had directed that Lawrence, then not 
twenty-three years of age, and not yet a full member of the Academy, 
should he appointed his successor as painter in ordinary. Dilettante 
Society also, setting aside one of its important rules in his favour, 
elected him a member of their body, and their painter at the same 
time. Never, perhaps, in this country, had a man so young, so un- 
educated, and so untried in his art, advanced as it were per saltum to 
the honours and emoluments of the profession. 

In Febmary 1794, Lawrence, then nearly twenty-five years of age, 
was admitted to the full honours of the academic body. How rapidly 
he obtained employment in the metropolis is shown by a reference to 
the early catalogues of the Academy. He had not ventured to exhibit 
there before 1787, in which year there were seven picmres by him on 
the walls; following out his career until 1793, when he sent six 
pictures, we find he had up to this period exhibited sixty-five works, 
with one or two exceptions, poruaits, including those of the King, 
the Queen, the royal children, and many of the most distinguished 
personages of the age; a pretty good catalogue of seven years’ 
labours. But henccfortii, instead of the second, Lawrence was to take 
the first rank in his profession, and was to have a great influence on the 
school to which he belonged. The modes of execution by Reynolds, 
Gainsborough, and Romney, were to give place to one less painter- 
like in quality, one of less richness and impasto, more facile, and 
wherein drawing was placed before painting, and purity more 
esteemed than tone. Lawren ce began with* some slight attempts to 
follow in the footsteps of Reynolds. The head presented to the 
Academy on his election has a meretricious appearance from glazing 
and forced colouring, and shows that the attempt was ill judged, and 
not in harmony with his powers. After Reynolds and Gainsborough, 
Lawrence looks pretty and painty; there is none of that power of 
uniting the figure with the ground — that melting of the flesh into the 
surrounding light which is seen in the pictures of the first president — 
Lawrence’s work seems more on the surface — ^indeed ordy surface — 
wMeTn? feh-tint^ have.none of the natural purity of those by his 
two predecessors; we think them pretty in Lawrence, but we forget 
paint and painting in looking at a face by Reynolds or Gainsborough. 
How vastly superior, too, in painting children. Sir Joshua was to his 
‘ successor, who had no apparent admission into the inner heart of 
childhood. His ioferiority in this respect — and how much his children 
depend on mere prettiness and fashion for their charm— will be felt 
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on looking at such pictures as ‘Lady Grey and Child', or ‘The 
Daughter of Lady Augusta Murray*, or ‘Young Lambton*. 

Lawrence's Leads are well drawn, and at times .passably well 
modelled; but the flesh is flesh colour and not fleshy havings the 
appearance of being painted on a hard. ground, such as china, and 
■have a thin and somewhat starved appearance as compared jadth 
the works of his predecessors. This poverty and thinnes? was less 
seen in his early works than afterwards, when th? .pressure • 
him for portraits became great, and he was obliged to use the most 
facile means of rapid completion. 

The portrait of Lad^ Cremome, a whole-length painted shortly 
after Lawrence's arrival in London, which" was eidiibited in the 
British Institution in is an excellent specimen of his art at that 
period, and we cannot but feel that if he had continued to paint such 
pictures he would have enjoyed a far higher reputation than can now 
be accorded to him. It appears to be a faithful, and it is certainly a 
L characteristic likeness; muchumore powerful in contrast than are his 
latter works, and of a far richer tone. The flesh and white drapery 
,;4H:e clear and sparkEng, without that look of being lately washed 
which is pecuHar to the flesh of his later portraits. Lady Cremome is 
dressed in black, with the enornaous inob-cap of white cambric 
(trimmed with black ribbons.) characteristic of the period, and 
assisting to increase the principal light. The action is most simple; 
there is no affectation of maEing the portrait more beautiful than the 
original, and 3 ie robes are exceedingly well introduced behind the 
figure as part of the background. For this work we are told that he 
received only forty guineas. When fashion and beauty flocked to his 
doors and begged to be painted at prices increased twenty-fold, it is 
no wonder that he was obliged to use every artifice to Hghten his 
labours. 

We are aware that his contemporaries had a far higher opinion of 
Lawrence's powers than we have expressed. Fuseli said, ‘The por- 
traits of Lawrence are as well if not better drawn, and the women in a 
finer taste, than the best of Van Dyck's: and he is so far above the* com- 
petition of any painter in this way in Europe that he should put over 
his study, to deter others who practise the art from entering, diC' well- 
known line — ^You who enter here leave hope behind.' We have, 
however, spoken upon our own convictions, not hastily fqrmed. 

In the year 1793, Lawrence made an attempt at poetic art; he 
painted and exhibited a picture from the Tempest — ‘Prospero Raising 
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the Storm*, What its merits were we are unable to ascertain, as the 
picture is destroyed, and no remmiscences of it remain. 

Walter Scott writing to Willde at the time of Lawrence’s death, 
says of him, ‘I used to think it a great pity that he never painted 
historical subjects’; and then goes on to remark that, like Sir Joshua, 
Lawrence often approached the confines of history in his portraits. 
How far this latter is the case may be estimated by those who remem- 
ber his ‘Cato’ (1812), or ‘Coriolanus’ (1798); or will take the trouble 
to look at his ‘Hamlet’ (1801), in the National Gallery, and to com- 
pare either with Reynolds’s ‘Mrs. Siddons as the Tragic Muse’, at 
Dulwich. But his powers as an historical painter may be judged 
by the ‘Satan Calling up his Legions’, which was exhibited in 
1797, and after being for some years in the possession of the Duke 
of Norfolk, is at present the property of the Academy. Satan is 
lanky and lU drawn; the action of the figure is stagey, the disposition 
of the hmbs all abroad, and the colour of the flesh tough and 
leather-hke. There is a great want of style in the drawing of the 
figure, which seems to be a mixture between the living model 
and the Apollo. It is a large canvas covered with a subject which 
the artist has failed to make interesting. 

Nevertheless, Lawrence himself, from some passages in his letten, 
thought he had achieved success. He says, apparendy in allusion to 
his ‘ Satan*, ‘I have gamed fame, not more than my wishes, but more 
than my expectations’. 

Knowles, in his life of Fuseli, speaks of it as ‘ the splendid picture 
which for a long penod was a pronunent feature in the collection of 
the Duke of Norfolk, and which by the style of drawing as well as 
Its tone of colour abundandy proves that this artist would have been 
equally distinguished for his powers in treating epic subject as in 
portraits, if he had employed his pencil exclusively thereon’. But this 
is said rather as an apology for Fuseh’s having declined the offer of a 
place in the Milton Gallery to this great work. And we know that, on 
another occasion, Fuseli described the ‘Satan’ as ‘a damned thing, 
certainly, but not the devil’. Mr. John Bernard, m his Retrospections of 
the Stage, tells us that the boy Lawnr^ce had a great desire to recite 
‘Satan’s Address to the Sun’, which, however, his father had inter- 
dicted. Once when in company he was urged to give it, but on opening 
the forbidden page a slip of paper dropped out; this was picked up by 
one of the company and read aloud — ‘Tom, mind you don’t touch 
Satan’. It would have been well, perhaps, when he spread his canvas 
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for his great work, that he had remembered his father’s mhibition, 
‘Mind you don’t touch Satan’. 

Lawrence’s practice continued to increase, and he steadily advanced 
beyond his numerous competitors. John Hoppner alone, sustained by 
his appointment as painter to the Prince of Wales — a prince who, at 
that time, led the fashion in matters of taste, was able to rival 
Lawrence in the extent of his practice and in the beauty and fashion of 
his sitters. From time to time, as already noticed, Lawrence painted 
what he caUs ‘half-history’, but which we should call costume por- 
traits; such as his Kemble, in Coriolams, and the same great actor as 
Hamlet. Perhaps the costume portraits painted from the actor may 
have led Lawrence mto theatrical action and forced expression from 
studying the character on the stage as well as in the studio. 

Even if it were our province to enter mmutely into the lives of the 
artists who come under notice in this work, there would be little of 
incident m that of Lawrence. A yearly catalogue of his sitters affords 
us almost the only subject for comment; an occasional notice of more 
or less successful works — of some portrait of a distinguished sitter, or 
a noted beauty — ^is all that can be told of most portrait painters. As to 
Lawrence this is more particularly the case, since his style once adopted 
he changed but htde — ^he tried no experiments in pigments — ^he 
sought no new methods of execution. He did not travel abroad to 
examine the pictures of other masters, or to study art for his improve- 
ment. Having obtained a good position in the profession, and plenty 
of occupation for his pencil, his life henceforth had somewhat of 
routine in the fulfilment of his various engagements. The death of 
Reynolds, followed m a few years by the retirement of Romney, left 
a great opening to him, yet he had at first many competitors. Opie 
was in fiiU practice till his death in 1807; though his coarse strength of 
manner in a degree unfitted him for the first rank in female por- 
traiture, yet in his male portraits he held his own against the future 
president. Hoppner hved until 1810, patromzed by all who loved the 
school of Reynolds and worshipped the rismg sun. While as to court 
patronage, even the King, who had hastened to grace Lawrence with 
the office of Sergeant Painter, left vacant by Reynolds, sat to Beechey 
for those portraits which seemed to belong almost of right to the 
Painter in Ordinary. 

In 1801 an incident occurred which is here alluded to as having 
‘had an indirect influence on Lawrence’s practice’. He was required to 
attend at Blackheath to paint a portrait of the unfortunate Princess of 
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Wales and her daughter, and in order that he might lose no time in 
journeys to and fro, he asked permission during the progress of his 
work to sleep at Montague House, a convenience that, on a like 
occasion, had been accorded to Beechey. His agreeable manner, 
pleasant conversation, and fine taste in reading poetry, together with 
his intimacy with the Angersteins and other families in the neighbour- 
hood who visited Her Royal Efighness, introduced him occasionally 
to a seat at the dinner-table — and on one or two occasions when the 
Princess was alone with her ladies, he was admitted to read aloud to 
her, and even to amuse her at the chess table. The painter, it must be 
remembered, was young and handsome, as well as talented and 
agreeable, and the circumstance was seized upon as a source of scandal, 
which was inquired into by the commissioners who sat in 1806 on 
what is called ‘The Delicate Investigation*. Though the Commis- 
sioners, in their report to His Majesty George II, attach to the Princess 
a levity of conduct with Captain Mamby, they make no such allusion 
to Lawrence; yet it would appear that for some time his female 
sitters, those whom his art most suited, fell off. Thus m the next seven 
years, we find the proportion of male portraits to females was twenty- 
four to seven: after 1810 this feeling passed away, and in 1815, the 
Prince Regent, who had hitherto avoided Lawrence’s studio, sat to 
him, and, pleased with his agreeable manners as well as with the art 
which Lawrence certainly possessed of making his sitters ladies and 
gentlemen, at once gave him full employment in Court orders. 

In 1814, as soon as the Continent was open to travellers, Lawrence 
hastened to Paris to see the wonderful collection in the Louvre, before 
it was dispersed. Writing to his fiiend'. Miss Crofts, he says: ‘Had I 
delayed my journey one day longer, I should have lost the -view of 
some of the finest works of this gallery, the noblest assemblage of the 
efforts of human genius that was ever presented to the world’. His 
stay, however, on this occasion, was but a short one; he was recalled 
home by order of the Prince Regent on important business. The 
Prince was desirous that the kingly personages, the statesmen, and 
military officers who had aided in the restoration of the Bourbon 
dynasty, should sit for their portraits, to form a commemorative 
gallery — and that the opportunity of their expected visit to London 
should be taken advantage of for this purpose. Such a comimssion 
was highly honourable to Lawrence; it raised him to the summit of 
his fortunes, and if satisfactorily accomplished, was likely to give him 
a European reputation. His whole time on his return was taken up in 
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watching for the short irregular sittings which he could obtain, during 
the intervals of leisure; from feast and festival, from the Emperor of 
Russia, the King of Prussia, Prince Blucher, and the Hetman of the 
Cossacks; but the length of their visit did not admit of the scheme being 
fully carried out on this occasion, and shordy afterwards the country 
was again plunged into war by the flight of Napoleon from Elba. 

In ^e April of 1815, the Regent, pleased with the present success, 
conferred on Lawrence the honour of knighthood. The Prince had 
now fully accepted Lawrence as the Court painter, and although 
some time intervened before the full execution of his projea, it was 
not forgotten, but simply postponed to a more fitting opportunity. 
Meanwhile, the most distinguished persons of the time, the court 
beauties, and the mflitary officers who had taken part in the crowning 
victory of Waterloo, sat to the painter — among them the Duke of 
Wellington, in the dress he wore and on die horse he rode on that 
great day — almost the only equestrian portrait by Lawrence’s hand. 
Honours flowed in upon him. Foreign academies sent him diplomas 
of membership, America vying with. Florence, Vienna, and Rome, 
while the French King, Charles XII, made him a Chevaher of the 
Legion of Honour, and our own King relaxed the iron law as respects 
dvihans to whom this honour has been given, and allowed the 
painter to wear it. 

The stay of the allied sovereigns in London in 1 815 had been far too 
short to enable the Regent to carry out his favourite scheme. He felt 
that the one great act of his government was the pacification of 
Europe, and the setdement of its divisions after the great war; and he 
woiild not allow his intention of collecting the portraits of those great 
warriors and able statesmen who had co-operated in bringing about 
the event to be frustrated. In 1818, the allied sovereigns, their 
ministers and councillors, assembled at Aix-la-ChapeUe, to lay out 
the new map of Europe, and it was thought a fitting opportunity 
for obtaining sittings from the prindpal actors, in their intervals of 
leisure from the active duties of congress. In selecting Lawrence for 
this honourable mission, beside the influence of his suave and gende- 
manly manners, it was felt that the best of living portrait painters 
would be employed to dojustice to the theme. The terms were not 
especially Hberal, but the fame and honour to be achieved were 
great. The magistrates of the dty fitted up for him the large gallery 
of the Hotel de Ville, a painting-room which he found very suitable 
and convenient for his purpose. In this room, Lawrence had as 
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sitters the great arbiters of the fate of kingdoms, and received from- 
them such courtesies as the great masters received from the kings and 
princes they served. He tells us how the Emperor of Russia con- 
descended to put the legs into his easel, and to help him to lift his 
portrait on to them, and compares it with the well-known incident of 
Charles V’s stooping to take up Titian’s pendl for him. But more 
substantial honours were the presents of snuff-boxes and diamond 
rings, and tie many orders for copies of his portraits from princes and 
ministers, insomuch that it was said at the time that his year’s labours 
were worth to him more than 20 , 000 . 

While at Aix-la-ChapeUe, the Prince Regent sent his further com- 
mands to Lawrence to proceed to Rome to paint for him the Cardinal 
Gonsalvi and tie Pope. Lawrence would have wished to defer this 
visit to another year, but the Prince was anxious for the full accom- 
plishment of his scheme, and the painter could but obey. From Aix-la- 
Chapelle he travelled to Vienna, to paint another portrait of the 
Emperor Francis and Prince Schwartzenberg. His journey from the 
borders of the Rhine to Vienna was a very different affair to what it is 
in the present day. He tells us that during eight nights on the road he 
only slept one out of his carriage. In Vienna new honoun and new 
labours awaited him, and although, as we learn from his letters, the 
fine paintings he had seen on the Continent had somewhat lowered 
his self-esteem, the flattering manner in which he was received, and 
the admiration expressed for his works, were sufficient to elate any 
man. He reached Vienna early in January 1819. Notwithstanding 
excessive labour,* he found it impossible to leave before the loth May. 
In the interval he had painted four whole-lengths, three half-lengths, 
and eight three-quarter portraits, besides making twelve chalk 
drawings. The faces of the paintings were entirely finished, and parts 
of the figures; every figure being accurately drawn in. No wonder 
that he was worn out with such continued excitement and exertion, 
and -wrote to his niece: ‘My mind and spirits are at times so relaxed 
and worn when professional exertion is over, as to make the act of 
taking up this little implement (the pen) a hopeless exertion’. 

"When he left Vienna, his journey towards Rome was very rapid. 
He again slept in his carriage throughout the route, only staying for a 
few hours at Bologna to renew his acquaintance at the fountain-head 
with the noasters of a school then far more popular in England than at 
present. 

On his arrival at Rome he was received with every mark of 
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attention, and lodged in apartments in the Quirinal. He was much 
pleased with tlie subjects for his pencil: the Pope, a gentle and amiable 
ecclesiastic, with an air of great benevolence; the Cardinal, with a 
physiognomy full of sagaaty and energy. Both were very desirous of 
giving Lawrence every assistance; and what with his pleasure in the 
subjects, and his desire to uphold his fame among his countrymen and 
others at this seat of art, he produced two of the best portraits of the 
series which was the object of his journey. During his stay he found 
time to visit the great frescoes of the Vatican, and declared himself 
deeply impressed with the great superiority of Michelangelo over his 
contemporaries. But it is difficult to perceive that these works wrought 
the slightest change in Lawrence’s style or manner. 

Before leaving Italy he paid a short visit to Naples, and in the 
middle of December turned his face homeward. Visiting on his way 
Florence, Parma, Cremona, Mantua and Venice, he arrived in 
London on 30 March 1820. He found that many changes had taken 
place during his absence. The Regent was now King; and West, 
the president of the Academy, having died on the loth of the month, 
the election for the new president took place on the very evening of 
Lawrence’s return. By an almost unanimous vote he was chosen 
West’s successor, and the King, delighted with the manner in which 
his commission was fulfilled,^ presented the new president with a 
medal and chain of gold, inscribed, ‘From His Majesty, George IV, 
to the President of the Royal Academy’. 

Lawrence left England on 29 September 1818, and, as we have 
just seen, returned to London on 30 March 1820; so that he was 
absent exactly a year and a half. We are unable to ascertain the precise 
amount of work he completed m the tune; for if we knew the num- 
ber of portraits, the state of completion to which he carried them on 
the spot is uncertain. As to those executed in Vienna, we know from 
his letters that some of his portraits were so far completed that he 
carried them with him to Rome as specimens of his powers, whilst 
others were finished and left with those for whom they were painted. 
We know also that these portraits were executed under circumstances 
that must have occasioned a great strain upon his powers, and that, 
compared with the time he exacted and the opportunities given him 
by visitors to his studio at home, the sittings given him for his foreign 
portraits were^much less numerous and less lengthy. 

He says that the Emperor of Austria sat seven times, the Emperor 
^ The pictures are at Windsor Castle. 
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of Russia seven times, the King of Prussia six times, each sitting 
averaging about two hours. The Pope, we are informed, sat to him 
nine times; but even this is far below the time he usually required, 
especially if we remember that he completed the hands as well as the 
head from his foreign sitters. It is no wonder, therefore, that, con- 
templating the portraits collected together in the Waterloo Gallery at 
Windsor, these works look somewhat starved and poor, having a 
tendency to decorative art rather than to take_rank.with portraits by 
the great masters, or with those of his predecessor Reynolds. What- 
ever there was of meretriciousness in his art is here more particularly 
visible, and although Cardinal Gonsalvi and the Pope are usually 
spoken of as Lawrence’s best works, we do not feel them comparable 
to such of his male portraits as he was able to carry to full completion 
in the quiet of his studio — for instance, Lord Liverpool,^ or more 
especially his fine portrait of Lord Eldon.^ 

On his return, Lawrence’s studio was soon thronged as before, and 
what with constant engagements to sitters, his new duties at the 
Academy, and his endeavours to mcrease his collection of drawings 
from the old masters, which had of late become quite a passion with 
him, his time was more than fully occupied. On 10 December 1820, 
Lawrence for the first time presented the medals to the successful 
students of the Royal Academy; when it is usual for the president to 
address a short discourse to the assembled schools; it was on such 
occasions that the celebrated Discourses of Reynolds were delivered. 
This by Lawrence was, we beheve, not published; but his biographer 
relates to us that the president wore a full-dress court suit — ^an evi- 
dence of his attention to the effect of personal impressions, which is 
very characteristic, but this ceremonial costume has of later years 
quite frlleii into desuetude. 

In the year 1823, Lawrence took a deep interest m the purchase, for 
the nation, of the pictures belonging to his late friend, Mr. Anger- 
stein; and the arts certainly owe him a debt of gratitude for his 
earnestness and effective aid in this national object. During the 
succeeding years, his Hfe and his art quietly progressed. Working 
more at his leisure, and giving more time to finish his works, they 
were more conscientiously painted. Some of his best portraits are 
of this date. His biographer opens the history of the year 1829 with 
these words: Tt would be difficult to conceive a man more com- 
pletely happy or at least possessed of all the means and appliances 
^ National Portrait Gallery, London. 
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of happiness than Sir Thomas Lawrence at the commencement of 
the year 1829’. Certainly there was no appearance of decay in his 
powers. He himself says in a letter just after the opening of the 
Exhibition in 1 829, ‘ Perhaps one or two whole-lengths of the Duchess 
of Richmond and Marchioness of Salisbury are the best I have 
painted’; and in this, the period of our student Kfe, we well recollect 
the dehght with which the young artists of that day, and the pubhc 
who were visitors to the Exhibition, hailed the works we have 
enumerated. On 10 December, the anniversary of the foundation of 
the Academy, Lawrence was as usual in the chair, distributing the 
prizes, and deHvering a short discourse. He most probably dined with 
the changing council on the last day of the old year, and, except that 
he had complained of being overworked, there was no reason to 
think that the end of his career was at hand. 

He had been intending to eat his Christmas dinner with his sister 
Ann. On 17 December he writes — T am grieved to the soul that 
urgent circumstances keep me at this time from seeing you; but in 
the next month I will certainly break away from all engagements to 
be with you’; on the 19th he again writes, ‘Be assured, dear love, 
dearest sister, that nothing shall detain me from you on the day, and 
for the days you mention’ ; the day after Christmas Day he reiterates 
his pledge. ‘On the sixth I have sacredly pledged myself to be with 
you.* He was making great exertions to finish the portrait of Canning, 
his engagements were pressing; yet while continually sympathizing 
with the distressing illness of his sister, which called forth all his 
tenderness, he seemed quite unaware that an illness of a more 
alarming character was hanging over himself. Though unwell, he 
dined with Sir Robert Peel on 2 January, and the next morning was 
well enough to invite two or three of his most ultimate fidends to 
dine, spending with them one of his usual social evenmgs. He was 
busied during the'following day or two in painting on the portrait of 
His Majesty, but on the 6th he was obliged to have recourse to 
Dr. Holland;, yet he again painted during the day for more than an 
hour on the King’s portrait. He found it necessary, however, to write 
to his sister Ann — the last note from his hand — and even then he only 
proposed delaying his visit till the morrow; that morrow which was 
hut to precede his last. ‘I meant, my dearest Ann,’ he writes, ‘to be 
with you at dinner time tomorrow, and have made exertions to do 
so, but it may not be! You must be content to see me at a late simple 
dinner on Friday.’ That cvenmg he was taken much worse, and 



SIR THOMAS LAWRENCE 


229 


Dr. Holland, being sent for, bled bim; he seemed to rally a litdc next 
morning, but as the bleeding was renewed by accident on two 
separate occasions during the day, he sank rapidly from exhaustion, 
and died rather suddenly in the arms of his servant, on the evening of 
Thursday, 7 January 1830. 

Lawrence, beautiful in infancy and in boyhood, was, as a man, of 
handsome presence and elegant manners, to which nature had added 
a well-toned and persuasive voice; these natural advantages are said to 
have told in his favour with the great personages who sat to him at 
Aix-la-Chapelle, as no doubt they did in the fortunes of his Hfe, He 
was very tender in speaking or writing to women. One of his lady 
apologists says, Tt cannot be too strongly stated that his manner was 
likely to mislead without his intending it; he could not write a com- 
mon answer to a dinner invitation, without its assuming the tone of a 
billet-doux. The very commonest conversation was held in that soft 
low whisper, and with that tone of deference and mterest which are so 
unusual and so calculated to please.’ A very dangerous manner from a 
man with a handsome person, prominent position, and yet unmarried — 
a manner which led each woman to think that he regarded her with 
peculiar interest. He certainly loved female society, yet, though on one 
or two occasions he was too particular in his attentions, and had even 
entered into engagements, he still hved and died a bachelor. 

Lawrence was during all his hfe in difficulties as to money, although, 
latterly at least, in the receipt of large sums from his profession. Lord 
Durham paid him for ^Master Lambton’ 600 guineas ; yet we find 
him writing for payment in some instances before his portraits were 
completed. This improvidence has been much commented upon, 
and a charge of gambhng was entered against him, but we think 
without foundation. A portion, at least, of his family were for years 
dependent upon him, and his only extravagance seems to have been 
in works of art: it was too well known that a fine drawing by the 
old masters was a temptation too strong to be resisted, if money 
could be had, at whatever disadvantage. 

All portrait painters are under the necessity of succumbing to the 
imperious dictates offashion; not always the fashion of the dress of the 
period — ^perhaps only the fashion of its portraiture, as in the god and 
goddess school, or the Roman toga period of French art, a costume 
which we cannot suppose to have been the habit of the tune. 

Lawrence was not exempt from the general bondage which had 
trammelled his predecessors, but by the time he had attained the first 
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rank in portraiture, the fashion that had hidden the golden hair and 
grizzled the flowing locks of his lovely countrywomen had passed 
away, and, if still imperious in its sway, it clothed their limbs in gar- 
ments so tight as to impede motion, and altered the graceful proportion 
and flowing lines of the female form by waists under the arm-pits 
rather than where nature placed them, it at least left the complexion 
free from paint and patches, and the amber locks and golden ringlets 
free from the paste that stiffened them or the powder that changed them 
mto the ashy hue of age. But while we acknowledge the simpler taste 
introduced with the present century, and praise the fashion as more akin 
to nature, it is certain there is less of courtly dignity in the, works of 
Lawrence than in those of his predecessors. Under the altered fashion 
of his day we look back on the beauties of the last century almost as 
we do to the quaintness of mediaeval times, and are apt to think nature, 
with her unrestrained ringlets, her mottled flesh and simple drapery, 
somewhat commonplace beside the pompous barbarisms which 
added many cubits in the stature of the beauties of the previous age. 

In making up his pictures, Lawrence was far inferior to his pre- 
decessors. There is far less variety in his compositions, far less of art in 
liis' arrangements. We miss the happy, rich suggestions of landscape 
scenery that their works exhibfr, and too often instead are treated to 
repetitions over and over again, with slight readjustments of the stale 
commonplaces of piUar and curtain, or vase and pedestal, which it 
may be hoped will be banished from true art, since they now form the 
stock properties of the carte de visite and the photographic studio. It 
h^ always been said that the portraits of Sir Joshua were not hke- 
nesses, yet to us they have, a. great appearance of individuality. Sir 
Thomas was subjected to the same remark both from his sitters and 
from his brother artists. WiUde says that ‘with all the latitude allowed 
to Lawrence in rendering a likeness, still those who knew and could 
compare the heads he painted with the originals must have been 
struck with the liberties he would take in changing and refining the 
features before him". He adds that ‘compared with Reynolds, Law- 
rence was confined and limited in the arrangement of his pictures far 
more than his powers justified, admitting but small deviations in the 
placing of the heads, small variety of pictorial composition. The 
features in all his heads were painted in the same light and in the same 
position; but they derived from this a perfection of execution never 
to be equalled." Such was the. opinion of WiUcie; we should rather 
hayre. said, ^ which was quite his own. 
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Haydon said that ‘Lawrence was suited to the age, and tke age to 
Lawrence. He flattere d its vsmities, pampered its weakness, and'met 
its 'meretricious ^te^ His men were all gentTemen with ah air* of 
fashion, and the dand^m of high hfe — his women were delicate but 
not modest — beautiful but not natural, they appear to look that they 
may be looked at, and to languish for the sake of sympathy/ Opie 
had made a similar remark, but far more tersely. Lawrence, said he, 
‘made coxcombs of his sitters, and his sitters made a coxcomb of 
Lawrence’. These are hard sayings, and were remembered when death 
closed the fashionable career of the painter. As much as he had risen 
above his true rank in art, he then fell below it, and it has taken a 
quarter of a century to reinstate him — ^not to the place which he held 
in his Hfetime, but to the true place which as a painter he should 
occupy among his countrymen. It must be allowed that many of hfs 
faults arose from his courteous weakness to his sitters; they hved and 
moved in an atmosphere of fashionable Hfe, then far more exclusive 
than at present, and he submitted to their dictation; hence it was said 
that ‘his women look the slaves of fashion, ghttering with pearls and 
ornaments, his children the heirs of coronets and titles, the tools and 
the pupils of the dancing master’. Something also must be attribute^ 
to his overtaxed powers, which obliged him to give over much of the 
making-up of his pictures to his assistants; backgrounds and even 
hands were entrusted to them, and the numerous repetitions of pubHc 
portraits which were caUod for were necessarily almost entirely the 
work of John and PhiHp Simpsons, father and son, Pegler, and others, 
who were in Lawrence’s constant employment. The repetition of 
Reynolds’s portrait of the Duchess of Devonshire and child — ^attri- 
buted to Lawrence, and now in the corridor at Windsor — ^is said to 
have been the work of Etty, during the time he was with Lawrence 
in Bedford Square. 

Yet, with every allowance, we can hardly place Lawrence in the 
first rank as a painter. There remained a sense of the crayon draughts- 
man to the last, a tinty mode of colouring, assimilating m some degree 
to the false brilHancy of paste. Even his drawings, though dehcate and 
refined in line, were somewhat effeminate, and showed Htde of the 
force of true genius: they never rose beyond the elegant insipidity oi 
artificial Hfe. Lawrence had adopted a system depending on contrast 
rather than on harmomes, and the meretricious quaHties of his arl 
in this respect certainly left a bad influence, somewhat qualified b) 
the greater attention to precision and drawing which his manner oi 
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commencing his pictures initiated. Wilkie, in his remarks on portrait 
painting, gives us an insight into Lawrence's practice of the art, he 
says, ‘He wished to seize ^e expression rather than to copy the fea- 
turb- His attainment of likeness was most laborious. One distinguished 
person, who favoured him with forty sittings for his head alone, 
declared he was the slowest painter he ever sat to, and he had sat to 
many. He would draw a portrait in chalk, the size of Hfe, on paper; 
this occupied hut one sitting, but that sitting lasted nearly one whole 
day. He next transferred this outline from the paper to the canvas: 
his picture and his sitter were placed at a distance from the point of 
view where to see both at a time. He had to traverse all across the 
room before the conception which the view of his sitter suggested 
could be proceeded with. Ih this incessant transit his feet had worn 
a path through the carpet to the floor, exercising freedom both of 
body and mind; each traverse allowmg time for invention, while it 
required an effort of memory between the touch on the canvas and 
the observation from which it grew.' 

Thus we see that the happy facility with which, as a boy, he had 
been able to seize the likeness of individuals had left him; or his know- 
ledge of the difliculties, and sense of the perfection of art, had induced 
in him patient effort and continuous repetition. This practice, in 
important pictures, was carried even into the accessories and subor- 
dinate parts. It used to be told that for the legs alone of die small 
portrait of George IV seated on a sofa the King gave Lawrence nearly 
twenty sittings; but dien His Majesty is said to have had very fine legs, 
and the pamter, in His Majesty’s, opinion, did not do them justice. 

Nevertheless, Lawrence had many facile methods of giving 
the appearance of labour where the work was really shght; thus the 
texture of his furs was rendered by a dexterous handling of the 
scrubby hog tool, which often produced the sense of imitation more 
exactly than the most laboured execution. He was once reproached 
that he resorted to tricks in painting, and this habit of splitting.up his 
brush was given as an instance; but he retorted with justice that if his 
method gave as true an imitative appearance of fur as cotdd be 
obtained by the laborious process of painting it hair by hair, it was 
equally satisfactory and far more painter-like. It is probable that had 
Lawrence trusted in his own powers as he did in early days before he 
had name and fame to lose, he would have been more successful as a 
p^ter. He was fettered latterly by his very fastidiousness and desire of 
:surfecc-finish. Reynolds and Gainsborough, the latter more especially, 
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Struck oflf some of their best portraits at a single sitting, and it is told of 
Lawrence that, having tried a portrait of Curran, and having after 
many sittings totally failed, he met the great Irish orator at a party, 
saw the fire of his eye and the energy of the natural man under the 
influence of after-dinner freedom, and exclaimed that the portrait he 
had laboured over was no portrait at all. He asked and obtained 
another sittiag on the only day that intervened before Currans 
departure for Ireland, and at that one sitting completed a fine likeness 
of this extraordinary man. 

Lawrence, after his first start, when he made some slight attempt at 
imitating Reynolds, soon adopted and ever continued to maintain a 
m ann er of his own; it had this good influence on the school, that it 
encouraged more careful drawing, and the study of the head by this 
means, before beginning painting. It also contributed to restrain 
awhile the use of bad vehides and fugitive pigments, and hence also 
the faulty execution which had arisen from the pranks of Reynolds; 
but Lawrence’s example tended to bring about that prevailing 
chalkiness of which Wilkie complained on his return from the 
Continent, and which, after Lawrence’s death, he laboured by such 
fatal means to change. We would conclude our notice by saying that 
while we are obhged to allow that Lawrence ranks below his 
immediate predecessors of the EngHsh school, it was hardly possible, 
at his death, to point to a successor likely to stand beside him in the 
opinion of posterity. 



Detail of a Self-Portrait by Sir Thomas Lawrence. 
Engraved by J. Worthington. 
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CHAPTER XVIII 


THE CONTEMPORARIES OF LAWRENCE 

While Reynolds, with the single exception of Gainsborough, who 
in his day was styled a landscape painter, stood alone and far above 
rivalry in portrait-art, Lawrence had many rivals who, far from 
yielding the palm, long contested with him the pre-eminence which, 
assisted by fashion and court favour, he at last secured. The men and 
the times had alike changed. Lawrence when at the head of his pro- 
fession was far from obtaining the unapproachable excellence of 
Reynolds and Gainsborough, and the ranks of art had also been largely 
extended since the foundation of the Royal Academy, by distinguished 
artists chiefly trained in its schools, who became the formidable 
competitors of Lawrence. 

In beginning with Sir Henry Raeburn, the earliest of these 
men in point of date, we can hardly designate him as a competitor. 
A native of Scotland, the most distinguished portrait painter of that 
country since the days of Jamesone, he was bom 4 March 1756, at 
Stockbridge, a suburb of Edinburgh, and had there his art training 
and practice. The son of a respectable manufacturer, and at an early 
age left an orphan, he was educated at Heriof s Hospital; and at the 
age of fifteen was apprenticed to an eminent goldsmii at Edinburgh. 
His love of drawing led him to attempt portraits, and he soon 
attracted notice by his skill in miniature, so much so that he gained 
enough employment to enable him to obtain his release from his 
master. He had had no teaching, it is said, except some hints from 
David Martin (173^1789), ^ portrait painter, who then had the chief 
practice in the northern metropolis, but his miniatures show such 
art-treatment as could not have been attained without the means, at 
least, of studying fine works. As his powen increased he tried full- 
size portraits in oil, and his success raised the jealousy of his quondam 
adviser. His sitters increasing, he abandoned miniature, and devoted 
himself exclusively to oil. He worked in a free spirited manner, and 
aiming at character succeeded in impressing it on his canvas. He was 
advancmg in his profession by the strength of his own genius when, 
in his twenty-second year, fortune assisted hm) in taking a firmer 
footing, by the help of an estimable wife with whom he acquired 
some property, and he soon afterwards came to London. His early 
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miniatures showed a knowledge of the works of Reynolds, and his 
object was to obtain advice from the great painter. We were told that 
he was cordially received, that Sir Joshua saw his merits, admitted him 
for two months to his studio, and advised him to visit Rome, offering 
to assist hun with funds. Though this was not needed, Reynolds gave 
him letters of introduction, and he set out for Italy with his wife. 

Here he remained for two years, and then returning, settled in 
Edinburgh, in 1787, and soon gained frdl employment as a portrait 
painter, for years takmg -the lead in that branch of art. The most 
distinguished men. of the city were numbered among his sitters, and 
many of them his personal friends. He was fond of architecture, and 
in 1795 he built a large house in York Place, the basement of which 
formed his studio, with the required offices, and the upper floor a 
handsome gallery for his pictures, lighted from tie roof, while his 
family dwelling was at St. Bernard’s, Stockbndge. He appeared to 
have quite taken root in the congenial soil of his native city; both 
his art and his society were highly esteemed, and he was surrounded 
by friends. He made no long visits to London, and had few oppor- 
tunities of knowing the works of his contemporaries in that metro- 
polis; yet he probably longed for a larger sphere, and to measure 
himself with men whose fame at least must have been well known to 
him. He was ambitious too of the distinction which admission to the 
Royal Academy confers on its members, and had, placed his name 
on their Kst of those who sought election. We- are told that late in 
life he thought of establishing himself in London, but that Sir Thomas 
Lawrence, whom he consulted, succeeded in dissuading him; and 
this advice, it is insinuated, arose from the desire to keep him out of 
the way. Probably this was in 1810, in the May of which year 
Wilkie records that he ‘ had a call from Raeburn, who told me he had 
come up to London to look out for a house, and to see if there was 
any prospect of establishing himself’: and a month later, Wilkie 
again notes, ‘Went with Raeburn to the Crown and Anchor to meet 
the gendemen of the Royal Academy. I introduced him to Flaxman; 
after dinner he was asked by Beechey to sit near the president, and great 
attention was paid to him.’ He was evidejidy thought well of by his 
brother artists in London, and we can find many reasons why Lawrence, 
vtithout laying himself open to any narrow-minded suspicions, might 
very conscientiously recommend an artist, in his fifry-fifth year, not 
to quit a field where, surrounded by tried fnends, he had earned and 
maintained an undisputed pre-eminence in his profession, and thus 
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break away from the companions whose society he loved, and enter 
into a contest with established rivals on a new field. 

Honours, however, at last fell thick upon Raeburn, and in his 
native city. In 1812 he was elected president of the Society of Artists 
in Edinburgh; in 1814 an associate; and in the following year, a full 
member of the Royal Academy in London; and on the King’s visit to 
Scotland in 1822, Raeburn was knighted, and soon after appointed 
His Majesty’s Limner for Scodand. He did not long enjoy these 
honours. After a very short illness, without any marked symptoms, 
he died on 8 July 1823. His portraits were distinguished by great 
breaddi, both of treatment and character. Commencing with the 
brush, he aimed to secure at once the individuahty of his sitter, 
rather than to attain a likeness by the studied drawing of the features, 
and he succeeded m seizing a truthful and characteristic expression. 

No doubt, Raeburn in some degree founded his art upon that of 
Reynolds, though, from the great difference in their execution and 
handling, we suspect that he studied Reynolds through the fine 
mezzotints of MacArdell and others, rather than direct from his 
paintings. We find the same value given to breadth of hght and shade 
— so distinctive a quahty of the Enghsh painter, and very fully given 
in the prints from his works; but wc find none of the richness, none 
of the impasto, of Reynolds. The Scottish painter’s manner of execu- 
tion is more like that of Gainsborough in its thinness and once-ness, 
with a certain appearance of facdity, which may have made Wilkie, 
when in Spain, remark that the works of Velasquez reniinded him of 
“Raeburn — ^but the low tone adopted by the Scottish president some- 
times gives to his thin execution a somewhat impoverished look, and 
he loses entirely the pearly freshness, so great a charm in Gainsborough. 

It is said that Raeburn had a theory that as portraits are intended to 
be seen at some elevation on the walls of the apartment in which they 
are hung, so ought the sitter to be viewed from below, and that, 
acting on' this principle, he painted his whole-lengths as if level with 
the feet of the sitter. This obviated any danger of his being included 
in the ‘tip-toe school’, but it caused the painter’s subject to be seen 
under the least pleasing aspect — ^namely, looking under the jaw and 
up the nostrils of the sitter; the forehead also, the portion of the face 
which expresses the higher qualities of the cultivated man, becomes 
foreshortened, the more considerably in proportion as it recedes 
over prominent brows. It was no doubt from this practice of Raeburn 
that Sir Walter Scott complained that his portrait made him look 
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clownish and jolter-headed — the animal features of the face, thus 
viewed, being increased, and the fine but peculiar and conical head of 
Scott being reduced in height and otherwise seen to disadvantage. 
Raeburn’s art was more suited to male than to female portraiture — 
he failed in giving the grace and loveliness of his female sitters. He 
may have owed part of the great reputation which he enjoyed to his 
somewhat isolated position as the head of his profession in Scotland, 
and perhaps might not have been able to sustain it to the full, had he 
removed to London. 

John Hoppner, R.A., bom in Whitechapel, 4 April 1758, has been 
characterized as the most daring plagiarist of Reynolds, and the 
boldest rival of Lawrence. In the meagre information as to his early 
days, given by his biographers, mystery and scandal have been 
attached to his birth. His mother is said to have been one of the Ger- 
man attendants at the royal palace, and George III so particularly 
interested in him as to see that he was well nursed and educated. We 
think the fact that Hoppner was bom above two years before 
George III was king, or the occupant of the royal palace, may be 
accepted rather than the vague undated statements relative to 
Hoppner’s birth, and the scandals which have been founded upon 

them. So far upon the vexed question of his parentage. There seems, 
however, none as to his having been at an early age a chorister in the 
royal chapel, and that, manifesting a strong inclination for art, the 
King gave him some assistance for its study. This was probably when 
his voice naturally became unfitted for the choir, and we find that 
he entered the Royal Academy as a student in 1775, being then in his 
seventeenth year. 

As a student he laboured ddigendy, and in 1782 gained the gold 
medal, the great prize of the Academy, for an original painting firom 
King Lear; and in the same year he married a daughter of Mrs. Wright, 
the celebrated modeller m wax. He showed much aptitude for land- 
scape art, but at once adopted the portrait branch of his profession; 

then, it may be said, the only one to insure the artist a living. Early 
in his career he produced a portrait of Mrs. Jordan as the Comic 
Muse. This picture is at Hampton Court, and was an attempt beyond 
the young artist’s powers. The group consists of two females life-size 
and whole-length; the figures have a straddling action, with little 
taste and without poetic feelmg; the drapery is wooden and without 
flow, and .the colouring disagreeable and heavy. Later in his career 
(in 1791) Mrs. Jordan again sat to him as Hippolyta. 
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That he lost no time in entering upon the practice of his profession 
is evident, since we find his name in 1780, when barely twenty-two 
years of age, in the catalogue of the Royal Academy. For some years 
he continued to exhibit portraits of ‘A Lady* or ‘A Gentleman*, as 
they were then entered in the catalogue, leaving us in perfect ignorance 
as to the individuals represented, and rendering their verification 
hopeless. This absurd practice, by which every one not of the blood 
royal was vaguely designated in the catalogue, was common to all 
the portraits it contained until 1797. 

However obtained, it is clear that Hoppner retained some influence 
in the palace. In 1785, he exhibited three portraits of the Princesses 
Sophia, Amelia, and Mary, and in 1789 he is styled portrait painter 
to the Prince of Wales, and is often employed by the Prince and his 
brothers, the Dukes of York and Clarence, as well as by many of 
those most distinguished for rank and fashion. His reputation largely 
increased; he was esteemed by many the first portrait painter since 
Reynolds; and Lawrence owned liim to be a formidable rival; in 1793 
he was elected an associate, and in 1795 a full member of the Royal 
Academy. By tliis time, Lawrence, much his junior, had rapidly risen 
into court favour and fashionable distinction. He had been appointed 
portrait painter to the King, while as we have seen, Hoppner held the 
same office under the Prince, and the two artists are represented as of 
the two factions which then unhappily prevaile'd. We are amused by 
the tale of Hoppner having offended the King, who had been his 
fiiend, by praising Reynolds; and the tattle of his having used his ready 
wit and influence in support of Whiggism, whose talents and beauty 
were the reward and objects of bis pencil alone. Art is of no party; 
and, above all parties, is indifferently sought by all. 

Hoppner had to contend with a chronic state of ill health, arising 
firom a constitution naturally weak; and much of his proverbial 
irritation, if not produced, was aggravated by the ailments which 
attend a diseased liver. He must have been often tried by his sitters. 
He told the critic, William Gifford, as an example of his annoyance, 
how ‘a wealthy stockbroker drove up to his door, whose carriages 
emptied into his hall, in Charles Street, a gentleman and lady, with 
five sons and seven daughters, all samples of Pa and Ma — as well fed 
and as city bred a comely family as any within the sound of Bow 
bells, “Well, Mr. Painter,** said he, “here we are, a baker's dozen; 
how much vsrill you demand for paiiiOng the whole lot of us; prompt 
payment for discounts** “Why,** replied the astonished painter. 
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viewing the questioner, who might be likened to a superannuated 
elephant, “why, that will depend upon the dimensions, style, com- 
position, and ” “Oh, that is all settled”, quoth the enlightened 

broker; “we are all to be touched off m one piece as large as life, all 
seated upon our lawn at Clapham, and all singing God Save the King^ ’ 

As we have seen, Hoppner copied Sir Joshua, the attitudes of whose 
sitters he even adapted to his own compositions; he also followed 
Gainsborough in his backgrounds. Two or three of his whole-length 
portraits are at Hampton Court, to which place they have probably 
been banished from their sad state of dilapidation, arising from the 
painter’s having copied the defective materials of Reynolds as well as 
his compositions and general arrangement. Those remaimng at St. 
James’s, painted after Reynolds’s death, are less injured by the use of 
asphaltum; but they are devoid of any special originality m art, though 
highly respectable as portraits. Hoppner ’s colouring was thought 
brilliant, and yet mellow, by his contemporaries: but it has changed 
with time, and is now somewhat heavy and homy. Hoppner was 
sometimes very happy in his portraits of ladies and children; his 
handling was free, his execution unlaboured, but his drawing often 
faulty. The painter’s ill health shortened his days, and he died on 
23 January 1810, aged fifty-one years; a time of life which might still 
have left some years of promise, ^and Lawrence was able to write — 
‘The death of Hoppner leaves me without a rival’. 

In examining the works of Lawrence’s contemporaries, it is remark- 
able how repeatedly we are remmded of the great influence which 
the works of Reynolds have had upon our school. The artists to whom 
this chapter is devoted pamted under this influence. They did not 
exhibit any high or original qualities in art. But though they did not 
obtain great distinction, or leave us works we may point to with full 
satisfaction, they yet form not unimportant links in the history of 
English art, and their portraits of many great personages will long 
occupy places in our mansions and public edifices. 

William Owen^ R.A., is no exception to this class. He was bom at 
Ludlow, in Shropshire, in 1769 — the more precise date is not recorded 
— and was the son of a bookseller. He received a fair education in the 
grammar school of his native place, and gave early indications of 
genius by sketching the beautiful scenery surrounding the town. In 
1786 he came to London, as the pupil of Charles Catton, R.A. (172-8- 
1798), and was admitted to the schools of the Royal Academy. He 
also gained an introduction to Reynolds, who was pleased with his 
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indications of ability, and assisted him with his kmdly advice. In 1792 
and the following year he appeared on the walls of the Royal Academy 
as a portrait painter; but his natural talent appears to have inclined 
him to subjects of rustic Hfe, elevated both above common life and 
mere portraiture by some reference to poetry or story. In 1797, he 
exhibited a portrait of two sisters, by which he gained great credit, 
one of whom he soon afterwards married; and his proficiency and 
his sitters steadily increased. In 1800 he settled with liis family in 
Pimlico, and kept a studio in Leicester Square. He now produced 
some of his best works. A fine portrait of Mr. Pitt established his 
reputation, and was followed by successful portraits of Lord Grenville, 
the Duke of Buccleuch, and a long list of distinguished sitters. He was 
at the height of his practice, and was elected an associate of the Royal 
Academy in 1804, and a full member in 1806; followed in 1810 — 
on die death of Hoppner — ^by the appointment of portrait painter 
to the Prince of Wales. At the summit of his prosperity his income, 
though it received but litde increase by the prince’s appointment, 
now reached ^ 3 » 0 Q 0 a year, and in 1818 he removed both his family 
and his practice to Bruton Street. Here his health soon failed, probably 
firom overwork, and for five years he was confined to his room, 
and unable to continue his art. In this state he died suddenly on 
II February 1825, from the effect of laudanum wrongly labelled by 
the chemist who made up his prescriptions. 

To the genius and aptitude for art with which Owen was gifted by 
nature, he added unwearied diligence. His drawing was superficial, 
but his manner of painting did not want power, and his colour, 
though with a tendency to be hot and monotonous, was good. His 
feeling for landscape was shown in the taste displayed in his back- 
grounds. His subject pictures were pleasing, and enjoyed a high 
reputation in his day, whicli has not been maintained m our own. 

It seems to require an apology to the memory of Sir Martin Arciter 
Shee, P.R.A.^ as hardly befitting one distinguished by such varied 
talents, and who attained the rank of president of the Royal Academy, 
that we have given him a place only in this chapter; and yet in the 
plan of our work it is here diat he finds his true place as an artist. He 
was descended from an Irish family of old Connaught lineage, and 
was bom in Dublin, 20 December 1769. His first attachment was to 
art, and he was fortunate in bemg placed under Robert Lucius West 
(d. 1849), then the talented master of the school connected with the 
Dublin Royal Society. He very early commenced portraiture, and 
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soon met with some encouragement and success. In the summer of 
1788, he tempted fortune by removing to London. 

Here he soon met friends who were well disposed to assist him. 
He had exhibited two heads in 1789, and he now completed four por- 
traits, which he submitted for exhibition in 1790, but was grievously 
disappointed that they gained no place on the Academy walls. 
Made known by an Irish relative to Burke, he was by him favourably 
introduced to Reynolds as ‘his little relative*, and by the advice of 
Sir Joshua, he entered the schools of the Royal Academy; though 
with some hurt to his pride, as he thought he had finished his pupilage 
in Dublin. In 1791 he exhibited his first whole-length, and struggling 
on like others have done before him and since, now elated by a good 
work well placed in the exhibition, now depressed by want of success, 
he quiedy gained a name and a place in art. His earliest works were 
mainly theatrical portraits; and he tells of an historical attempt, 
exhibited in 1794, which had cost him, at intervals, three years’ thought 
and tod, ‘The Daughter of Jephthah Lamenting with her Com- 
panions*. In 1798 he exhibited a large equestrian portrait, which 
added to his reputation; and in the following year he gained his 
election as associate, and in 1800, as member of the Academy. 

Shoe’s constant occupation in art was portraiture, yet he found 
time to try his hand at subject-pictures, but he acknowledged that he 
owed his election into the Academy to his portraits, not to his 
historical attempts. By portraiture he had established his reputation, 
and steadily following this art, he found employment, if it did not 
lead to fortune. But he was not a man of one talent. He was early 
known as a critic and writer on art. His Rhymes on Art, published iu 
1805, gave him a htcrary reputation, and he was apostrophized in 
Byron’s satire of English Bards and Scotch Reviewers: 

‘And here let Shee and genius find a place. 

Whose pen and pencil yield an equal grace*. 

In 1809 he published a continuation of his rhymes under the title of 
Elements of Art, and next, among other lesser writings in 1824, Alasco: 
a Tragedy, which was withdrawn from the theatre in consequence of 
some considerable expurgations absurdly insisted upon by the deputy 
licenser of plays. He also published anonymously in 1829, Old 
Court, a novel which attracted but little attention. He had gained the 
esteem of his profession. A man of both artistic and literary talent, of 
soimdjudgement and good business aptitudes, of gentlemanly breeding 
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and manners, able to express himself well on all occasions, and devoted 
to the interests of art, he* was deemed by his friends a worthy successor 
to the presidential chair on the death of West. But he himself at once 
candidly admitted and supported the superior claims of Lawrence, on 
whose death, in 1830, he was almost unanimously elected to the rank 
of president, and received the honour of knighthood. 

Sir Martin’s presidency had fallen on troubled times. The vexed 
questions connected with the erection of the National Gallery in 
Trafalgar Square, of which the Royal Academy was to occupy one 
wmg, came at once upon him. He had to maintain the privileged 
rights the Academy had so long enjoyed without question at Somerset 
House, and their interests as affected by the proposed removal. He had 
also to assert the character of the Academy in the face of attacks made 
by a party in the House of Commons. In aU these weighty matters the 
president acted with promptitude, zeal, and ability, not in the cause of 
the Royal Academy alone, but in the interests of art in their widest 
sense; and signally justified the choice of his colleagues, which placed 
him in a position to render important services to his profession. 

We may judge of Shoe’s early art by the picture of Lewis the 
comedian in the character of the Marquis, m The Midnight Houfy 
bequeathed by the comedian’s son to the National Gallery collection. 
This was painted in 1791, and was the first whole-length by him 
which obtamed a place on the Academy walls. It is an exceedingly 
clever work, and not too much like Reynolds — the common fault of 
the young painters of that time. Easy in action and well drawn, it 
has much individuality of character, and no doubt was a good like- 
ness, with just a flavour of the natural affectation of the actor. Like 
most portraits by young men (Shee was in his twenty-first year), it 
is very carefully finished; the flesh is a Httle ruddy, and the cheeks have 
the appearance of rouge, not unsuitable in the portrait of an actor, 
but a fault apparent in most of Shee’s after works. The handling is 
sharper, and the touch more square than in his later works, in which 
he fell into a method of painting as if with a thick and somewhat 
viscid vehicle; the colour, after being laid by the brush, was softened 
and smoothed by an extensive use of the ‘sweetener’, giving the 
flesh an unnatural softness, while it is wanting in that mterchange of 
cuttmg with softened edges, so valuable in aidmg rchef. Haydon 
asserted that portrait painters always painted their full-length figures 
standing on the tips of their toes, and he ironically gave linear rules 
how to draw the feet properly in perspective. But he was himself 
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ignorant of the cause of the apparent error; which, moreover, to suit 
his own purposes, he greatly exaggerated. The feet were mostly 
right in perspective, in relation to the objects in the foreground, but 
the loose and careless habits of the portrait painters, or their desire 
after some effective arrangement of light and shade, often led them 
into the gross error of having one horizon for their fbregroimd 
objects, and a totally different one for the background. This is seen 
in Sheets ‘Portrait of William IV’, now m the council room of the 
Royal Academy, although in a less degree than in many other works. 
In this picture, the top of the table on the right, on which the crown 
rests, is just on a level with the eye, and the circular lines of the 
crowm are drawn as if in plain elevation, as an architect would call it; 
but Windsor Castle on the left, whose round tower is seen just above 
the ground plane on which the King is standing, from the perspective 
curve of its lines, and as we do not see the top, must have an horizon 
two feet lower dowm than the table, so that we have two horizons in 
the same picture; and if the feet of the King are referred to the lower 
one, he has partially the appearance of standing on his toes. 

We would not, however, credit Shee particularly with this fault; 
Lawrence is a frequent and a fer greater sinner; and we remember 
that when a recent professor of perspective pointed out to an eminent 
painter a like fault in a portrait of the Duke of Devonshire, in which 
Chatsworth was seen in the distance in very false perspective, the 
painter justified it by saying that it must be recollected Chatsworth 
was on a ‘devil of a hiH’, showing a twofold error iu his very justi- 
fication: first, that anything could justify the eye being supposed to 
be in two places at once; and, secondly, his want of knowledge, that 
if the mansion were on a hill — ^the higher the hill the higher the 
horizon would seem to be; instead of this being a reason for lowering 
it down to the ground. 

Shee’s last contributions to the exhibition were in 1845. Age, and 
the exertions he had undergone, had begun to tell upon him. He had 
for some time suffered from illness, on the increase of which he 
resigned his office of president m 1845, but was induced by the affec- 
tionate wishes of the Academy to resume it. But though he consented 
to resume his office, his health gradually declined, and his death, 
accelerated by the sudden death of his wife, took place at Brighton 
on 19 August 1850, in his eighty-first year. 

Thomas Phillips , R.A., another contemporary who passed a long 
life in the practice of portrait-art, was bom of respectable parents at 
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Dudley, in Warwickshire, i8 October 1770. He was placed by them 
with Mr. Edgington, the well-known glass-painter, at Birmingham, 
but fostering higher aims he came to London at the end of 1790; 
and Benjamin West is said to have found him employment connected 
with the execution of his designs for the painted glass windows at 
Windsor. At first he exhibited subject-pictures, but adopting por- 
traiture as his chief pursuit, he steadily and industriously made his 
way. In 1804, he was elected an associate, and in 1808, a full member 
of the Academy. The subject of his presentation picture was ‘Venus 
and Adonis’. His portraits were faithful, and he found full employ- 
ment, many persons of distinction sitting to him. In 1824, he was 
appointed professor of painting to the Royal Academy, and travelled 
to Rome, the better to fit himself for the office. His lectures were 
published. He wrote some articles on art subjects for Rees* Encyclo- 
paedia, and occasionally for other publications. He died, 20 April 1845, 
in his seventy-fifth year. 

The portraits of Phillips are marked by soberness and propriety, 
by negative rather than positive qualities; they are generally good as 
to likeness, solid and careful in execution, free from meretricious 
colour, and truthful as to character. He takes no rank as a colourist, 
but a pleasant tone pervades his works. 

John Jackson, R,A., is another example of one possessmg many fine 
qualities in art, yet fallmg short of excellence. He was the son of the 
village tailor at Lastmgham, in the North Riding of Yorkshire, 
where he was bom on 31 May 1778. He was apprenticed to his 
father’s trade, but was soon known in this out-of-the-way village 
by his attempts to draw the portraits of his companions; by these 
attempts he attracted the notice of Lord Mulgrave and of Sir George 
Beaumont, the latter of whom induced him to make a trial at painting 
in oil, and lent to him, for that purpose, Sir Joshua’s portrait of 
George Cohnan the dramatist; but in his native village the materials 
were wanting, and Jackson was indebted to the kindness of a fnend, a 
house-painter, who gave him the use of his workshop, and by whose 
aid the young artist soon improvised tools and colours sufficient to 
make a copy that surprised his patron, and satisfied him that Jackson 
was intended by nature for the pursuit of art. Sir George is said, after 
consultation with Jackson’s other patron. Lord Mulgrave, to have ad- 
vised the young painter to go to London, as the best means of enabling 
him to study for the profession, and to have generously offered him a 
table at his own expense and ^so a year until he had gained a footing 
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in the great capital. Under these favourable auspices he came to town, 
and in 1805 was admitted a student of the Royal Academy. 

His attempts, although, as we have seen, he had painted in oil before 
he left the coimtry, had hitherto been likenesses taken in pencil and 
slightly tinted with water-colour, and his first portraits in oil did not 
give much promise. His water-colour portraits were, however, as 
he improved, universally admired; the heads were well drawn, the 
likenesses faithful, and spiritedly though carefully finished. He did 
not, indeed, abandon the hope of the higher distinction to be gamed 
by portraiture in oil; and trying the wide-spread canvas of that 
medium, he soon attained complete success. 

In 1816, he was elected an associate of the Royal Academy, and 
travelled through Holland and Flanders, studying the art of the Dutch 
and Flemish schools. In 1818 he became a full member of the 
Academy, and in the following year he visited the chief cities of 
Northern Italy and Rome. Sitters gathered round him. He wrought 
with great facility and extraordinary rapidity, and during the last 
years of his practice his portraits displayed great abihty: solidly and 
powerfully painted, fidthful, but wanting elevation of character; 
in his female portraits simple, without any meretricious attempts at 
simpering graces or the millinery of dress. He particularly excelled in 
the subdued richness of his colour, a quality in which C. R. Leslie, 
R.A., said ‘Lawrence certainly never approached him’, and in another 
place, ‘that he stood with Lawrence and Owen, and occasionally 
before either of them, in tie first rank of portraiture*. 

His portrait of John Flaxman was greatly admired by his brother 
artists and when exhibited, Sir Thomas Lawrence praised it warmly 
at the pubhc dinner before the opening of the exhibition, speaking 
of it as ‘a great achievement of the English school, and a picture of 
which Van Dyck might have felt proud to own himself the author*. 
We are well aware that Sir Thomas was rather a pohtician in praise, 
but though so many years have passed, we can well recollect our own 
great pleasure at seeing this portrait on the walls. The execution was 
differentfirom that of the works ofmost other painters; it appeared laid 
in with pure and somewhat crude tints, as he would have laid in his 
first broad hatchings in water-colours. Over this a thin painting gave 
the broken and mottled hue of flesh, and put the work into unity; 
it was then lowered in tone by a shght general glaze. It is related 
that a French artist of eminence, standing before this picture in the 
exhibition, was heard to say ‘fine — ^very fine — almost as fine as 
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Gerard*, and, growing m admiration as he continued to examine it, 
‘quite as fine as Gerard*, which, firom a Frenchman, was a high 
proof of his appreciation of its excellence. 

Jackson was of die Methodist persuasion, and his connexion with 
that body led to his being usually employed to produce the monthly 
portrait for their organ, the Evangelical Magazine, and thus conduced 
to a connexion, extensive although not lucrative. Unlike sectarians 
in general, he was hberal in his feelings to the Church, and had such 
an affection for his native parish of Lastingham, as to copy, on an 
enlarged scale, die picture of ‘Christ in the Garden*, by Correggio, 
which he had borrowed for that purpose firom the Duke of Welhng- 
ton, and which he presented as an altar-piece to the village church. 
He was a man of deep religious feeling, but in the last two years of 
his life he fell into a desponding, low state of health. He was twice 
married; his second wife was the daughter of James Ward, R.A. He 
was a frank and amiable man in private life; his fidend Constable 
wrote thus of him: ‘He is a great loss to the Academy and the pubhc. 
By his fiiends he will be for ever missed; and he had no enemy. He did 
a great deal of good, much more, I believe, than is generally known, 
and he never did any harm to any living creature. My sincere behef is, 
that he is at this moment in heaven. * He died i June 1831. 

George Henry Harlow j one of those painters who, it is thought, had 
he been spared, might have proved a competitor of Lawrence more 
formidable than any other, had the misfortune to be a posthumous 
child. His fiither, who had realized money in the China trade, died 
some few months before the birth of his only son on 10 June 1787. The 
mother was left a widow with five daughters and one infant son, who 
was petted and spoiled, as a matter of course, by the whole family, and 
grew up to think himself, almost before his boyhood was passed, a 
man, and a most important personage too. Some excuse may well be 
made for the women of the family, since young George early gave 
indications of great talent, and must have been a handsome youth. 

So clear was the bent of his genius towards art that his mother was 
induced to agree to his following it as a profession; she placed him 
firk with Henry De Cort (1742-1810), afterwards with Samuel 
Drummond, A.R,A. (1763-1844), and finally with Sir Thomas 
Lawrence, who was paid a sum of money to allow the young 
man the run of his studio, and to pick up any accidental scraps of 
information that might fall in his way — seeing Lawrence*s pictures in 
progress, if he did not see him paint, the set of his palette, his vehicles 
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and processes, and occasionally getting a sententious scrap of wisdom 
from the president, which he might apply or not as he had the ability 
or wisdom. He did not continue with Lawrence above eighteen 
months; but he imbibed somewhat his manner. He quarrelled with 
the mechanical part of the work assigned to him, and did not like the 
cold gradousness of his master. This, added to his vain appredation 
of his own powers, led to mutual separation, not on the best terms. 
When Harlow left the studio of Lawrence he had to depend upon his 
own industry and ability for his support. There is no doubt that he 
had adopted much of the peculiarity of Lawrence’s manner and 
execution; a manner which, in his life-size works, gave them even a 
greater impression of meretridousness- than is seen in his master’s; 
while in the small portraits of painters and men of eminence, which 
latterly he sought to paint for his own profit and improvement, the 
maimer induced breadth with refinement, although it appeared empty 
and poor in the larger heads. 

His early training had been that of a spoiled child. When he began 
to practise his profession as a means of livelihood, he pamted, at a low 
price, portraits of many of the acton of the day, and thus fell into the 
sodety of men whose life is seldom the most regular; and being of an 
easy and careless disposition, he was led into dissipation, and soon 
became embarrassed in his circumstances. He had ever been noted for 
his love of dress, and for his great attention to personal appearance — 
valuable qualities in the young if arising from a sense of neatness, and 
not the result of vanity; which last, it is to be feared, was the motive 
with young Harlow. What wonder, with these causes at work, that 
a young and thoughtless boy, who commenced housekeeping and the 
practice of his profession at sixteen, should, as J. T. Smith tells us, 
have ‘had many tailors’ bills to discharge, without an income to 
discharge one’, and that he soon found himself mixed up with bill- 
brokers and attorneys, while with the ciders of his profession he got a 
character for extravagance and dissipation. 

The first time Harlow exhibited at the Royal Academy was in 1 805, 
when we find No. 125, ‘A Portrait’, and he continued to exhibit 
until the year of his death, with the exception of the year 1813. He 
was a competitor for Academy honours, but was imsuccessful; having 
only one scratch, that of Fuseh, who declared (very properly) that he 
voted for the painter and not for the man. It must be remembered 
also that Harlow was only thirty-one when he died, and that had 
he hved to an average age he might have overcome the prejudice 
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arising from his conceit, and would have had ample time to achieve 
the highest reputation and honours. He met with plenty of en- 
couragement as a portrait painter. In June i8i8 he went to Italy, and 
stayed some time m Rome, where he received many flattering 
attentions, and was elected member of several Italian Academies, of 
which he was justly proud, and not a httle vam. On 13 January 
1819, he was again in England, his head full of historical pictures, 
and his art no doubt improved by the study of the works of die great 
masters; but, in the full ardour of youth and hope, and with many 
works just begun, he was attacked by a cold which resulted in a 
glandular disease of the throat, and ended in his death on 4 February 
1819- He was buried in a vault of St. James’s Church. 

Harlow’s reputation was great in bs own day, and the pubhc 
placed him higher as an artist than a review of his works will allow us 
to do. It is evident bs genius was wholly for portraiture, that he would 
very probably have failed in bstorical compositions, and that even m 
portraiture he had probably done bs best ere bs early death. Several 
of bs works were engraved, among others two groups of female 
heads, the subject of the first bemg ‘The Proposal’, and of the 
second, ‘The Congratulation’; they were rather of the class pretty 
and pleasmg, but they were extremely popular. 

From J. Knowles’s Life of Fuseli^ 1831, we further learn that 
Harlow’s ‘Trial of Queen Katherine’ owed much to the critical 
remarks of FuseH, ‘for when he first saw the picture (cbefly in dead 
colours), he said, “I do not disapprove of the general arrangement of 
your work, and I see you will give it a powerful effect of light and 
shadow; but you have here a composition of more than twenty 
figures, or I should say parts of figures, because you have not shown 
one leg or foot; tbs makes it very defective. Now, if you do not know 
how to draw legs and feet, I will show you,” and takmg up a crayon, 
dtew two on the wainscot of the room. Harlow profited by these re- 
marks, and the next time we saw the picture, the whole arrangement 
was changed. Fuseli then said, “So far you have done well; but now 
you have not mtroduced a back figure, to throw the eye of the spectator 
mto the picture”, and then pomted out by what means he might im- 
prove it in tbs particular. Accordmgly Harlow mtroduced the two 
boys who are takmg up the cusbon; the one wbch shows the back is 
altogedier due to FuseH, and is certainly the best drawn figure in the 
picture. FuseH afterwards attempted to get him to improve the drawmg 
of the arms of the principal figure (Mrs. Siddons as Queen Kathcrme), 
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but without much effect; for, having witnessed many ineffectual 
attempts of the painter, he desisted from further criticism, remark- 
ing, “It is a pity that you never attended the Antique Academy 

Our own opinion of this picture is that it is clever, but stagey^ with 
rather too much of the tableau and attitude school; and, although the 
painter prided himself upon it as an historical picture, we consider 
that it has none of the qualities to uphold its claim to that rank. 

Sir John Watson Gordon, R.A., was bom in Edmburgh, in 1790, 
being the son of Captam Watson, of Overmans in Berwickshire, a 
post-captain in the British navy. Through his father’s family, young 
Gordon claimed a Scottish cousmship with Sir Walter Scott, through 
his mother’s relations with Robertson the historian, and Falconer 
the seaman, who wrote The Shipwreck, and afterwards perished in a 
storm at sea. Young Gordon was educated with a view to the army, 
and interest was made for him to enter the Royal Military Academy 
at Woolwich, but being too young for admission he was remitted 
for a time to the Trustees’ School at Edinburgh, to improve himself 
in drawing. John Graham- (1754-1817), who then was head-master, 
must have been either an exceedingly clever teacher, or particularly 
fortunate in his pupils, since Sir David Wilkie, Sir William Allan, and 
John Burnet were among them, besides many others who afterwards 
attained a higher reputation than their master. Here Gordon remained 
four years, and whether inspired by the atmosphere of the place, or by 
the clever companions by whom he was surrounded, he after a time 
turned his views towards art as a profession. His first efforts, like those 
of most young men, were in the direction of history painting. Shrewd 
no less as a youth than as a man, he soon found that his talent might 
be better employed in portraiture, and succeedmg in his efforts, con- 
tinued true to this branch of art all his hfe. After Raeburn’s death in 
1823 , Watson Gordon became his successor in his Edinburgh practice, 
and aU the celebrities of the Scottish capital visited liis studio. He was 
one of the earhest members of the Scottish Academy; and in 1850, 
on the death of Sir William Allan, became their president. At the 
same time. Her Majesty gave him the vacant appointment of Queen’s 
Limner for Scotland, and conferred onliim the honour of knighthood, 
Watson Gordon had been elected an associate of the Royal Academy 
of London in 1841, and obtained the full honours of the body in 1851. 
Loving his profession, he Hved in the practice of it, and led a single 
life in the social circle of his Scottish friends. True to lus native dty 
till the last, he died there, rather suddenly, on i June 1864. 
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His portraits are bold and manly, bis figures well placed on the 
canvas, and he at all times seized happily the best expression of his 
sitters, giving them character without an approach to caricature — 
the sagacity and shrewdness of the Scottish character in all its best 
aspects, when united to intellect and a high cultivation. He had little 
sense or feeling for colour, and never seemed to wish to escape from 
the black garments of his male sitters by the introduction of the 
in which most portrait painters so largely indulge. Frequently 
in his male portraits the only colour is that of the flesh, with a 
negative warmth in the background; yet there was a great harmony 
in the grey tones of his work, which prevents us from feeling so much 
the absence of colour; and even his female portraits, in which the 
same scale predominated, did not lose so much from this cause as 
might have been expected. He was most successful in his male heads 
of persons advanced in hfe, which are painted more as completed 
sketches than as pictures, and gain thereby great force, freshness, and 
vigour. His works when exhibited in Paris, in 1855, were greatly 
admired, particularly the portraits of Professor Wilson and the 
Provost of Peterhead, and won for him a medal on that occasion. 

It is not right to close our list of the contemporaries of Lawrence 
without some notice of Henry Perronet Briggs, R,A., although he can 
hardly be so designated. Bom in 1792, he entered as a student of the 
Royal Academy in 1811, and beginning life as a subject painter, won 
his way to honours by pictures which, if not of the highest class of 
art, have great merit in the construction of the subject, the frequent 
originality of action in the figures, and the mode of telling his story. 
His drawing is usually correct, the colouring forced and somewhat 
rank, and the flesh has often a polished and shining look, very different 
to the tender and somewhat absorbent nature of its true surface. 

After his election as a full member, Briggs almost entirely devoted 
himself to portraiture, finding himself compelled, fi:om the con- 
fined patronage of art at that time and the necessities that followed 
upon his marriage of providing for the future household, to adopt 
this more lucrative branch of his profession. Many of the most emi- 
nent persons of the day sat to him. His portrait of Lord Eldon is one 
of his most characteristic works; but, both in his subject-pictures and 
in his portraits, his colouring was rather strong th^ true, and his 
flesh painting hot in the shadows and forced in the lights. His wife, to 
whom he was much attached, died some years before him; his own 
death took place on 18 January 1844, in his fifty-first year. 
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JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER 

His birthplace, and the scenes among which Turner passed his child- 
hood, may be thought not the best fitted to form a landscape painter, 
or to fill his youthful mind with images of beauty. Bom 23 April 
1775, the son of a hairdresser of small means, and bred in Maiden 
Lane, in the heart of this great metropolis, he could enjoy very little 
of the sight of ‘fresh fields and pastures new’. In the hovels and sheds 
of the Covent Garden of that day, he might make acquaintance with 
a few specimens of roots and flowers, and, strolling down to St. 
James’s Park in the summer evenings, get a glimpse of trees and 
greensward. But even the park was far less foliated than in the present 
day. Many of the old trees were stagged and dead, and new ones were 
not yet planted. 

But, straying down a set of winding lanes and alleys, young 
Turner might, and no doubt often did, wander away to the strand of 
the broad river, a river imequalled in the world for its picturesque 
variety, and not then spanned by so many bridges, or cumbered 
with steamboats and steamboat-piers; not then quite so muddied 
and thickened -with the refuse of the extra million dwellers on its 
shores. Here his love of rivers and river scenery, no doubt, was 
fostered. The first drawing he exhibited was a view on its southern 
bank, as was also the first oil picture — ‘Moonlight’, a study at 
Millbank, now in the national collection; and his last days were passed 
in an obscure dwelling by its side, whence he could see its broad 
bosom gleaming under the western sun. The quaint picturesqueness 
and curious relics of architecture in the streets of his own neighbour- 
hood may also account for his love of cities, and of architecture. 

It is not very clearly stated by any of his biographers when young 
Turner began to show a love for art; but it is most probable that it 
was developed early, since in 1789, when only fourteen years of age, 
he was admitted a student in the Royal Academy, and in 1790 he 
exhibited on its walls for the first time, ‘A View of the Archbishop’s 
Palace at Lambeth’, and there are some sketches which must be prior 
to either of these periods. 

Turner was from the beginning diligent in the pursuit of his pro- 
fession, and soon began to turn it to profitable account: it is said that 
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ke exhibited, his juvenile performances for sale in the windows of hi 
father’s shop in Maiden Lane; that he was employed to colour print 
for Raphael Smith, the engraver, and to wash in backgrounds fo 
the architects, a practice more resorted to half a century ago than ii 
our own day. Even at this early time, and under such impromisin) 
circumstances, there was an originahty in his work: we are toL 
that he was employed by a Mr. Dobson, an architect, to colour th 
perspective front of a mansion, and that, in putting in the windows 
Turner showed the effect of reflected light from the sky contrastinj 
with the inner dark of the room on the uneven surface of the panes 
This was a new treatment, and his employer objected to it, declarin; 
that the work must be coloured as was usual; that is, the panes ai 
unvarying dark grey, the bars white. Tt will spoil my drawing,’ sail 
the artist. ‘Rather that than my work,’ answered the architect: ‘I mu5 
have it done as I wish.’ Turner doggedly obeyed, and when he hai 
completed the work, left his employer altogether. The sequel of th 
story is curious: some time after it occurred to the architect to try 
drawing on the principle he had disapproved, and rememberm 
Turner’s work he coloured it nearly the same. It was sent to th 
Royal Academy, and accepted, and was so much admired by Robei 
Smirke, that he sought the acquamtance of Dobson, which led to 
union between the families. So much for gemus in the mere colourin 
of a window. 

It would appear from the innumerable sketches Turner left behin 
him that he thoroughly appreciated and acted up to the maxim c 
‘no day without a line’, and that his sketch-book was always i 
requisition. Smith, it would seem, introduced him to Girtin, an 
also to Dr. Monro, who employed both Girtin and Turner, as w 
have already told, to sketch for him, paying them at the rate < 
half a crown an evening, and providing them with a supper aft< 
their labours. We also know that Turner gave lessons; receiving fi\ 
shillings and even ten shillings per lesson — a large sum in those day 

Although London and its noble river afforded some of die earlie 
subjects for his pencil, he soon began to travel, to enlarge his field ( 
study. He visited when quite young some Bristol relatives, and h 
early architectural and topographical labours gave him a taste for, an 
led him to examine, the noble ruins spread over the land. As a proc 
of this architectural and topographical feehng, Ralph N. Womui 
tells us that of thirty-two drawmgs exhibited by Turner from 175 
to 1796 no fewer than twenty-three are architectural; principally viev 
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of the great cathedrals and abbey churches of the kingdom. As 
evidence of his diligence and promptitude, we learn that Girtin 
having mentioned, m the presence of Turner, his intention to pay 
a sketching visit to St. Albans, but delaying to do so for a few 
days, he was surprised to meet his friend returning with a book of 
sketches: Turner having forestalled him and already reaped the 
harvest, while Girtin was thinking of starting to win it. 

From the pictures which he exhibited in 1795, we find that he had 
been within the previous year to Cambridge, Peterborough, Lincoln, 
Shrewsbury, Tintem, and Wrexham; and before he became an 
associate of the Royal Academy in 1800, his exhibited works range 
over twenty-six counties of England and Wales, many of which he 
had apparently visited several times, at a period when travelling was 
far less easy than in our ovm day. Turner long continued his topo- 
graphical labours for the booksellers, which led on to his undertaking, 
later m life, a series of works illustrating our cities, rivers and coast 
scenery. For some years prior to 1801, he designed the headings for 
the Oxford Almanack, which were engraved by Michael Angelo 
Rooker until his death in that year. James Wyatt, the firame-maker of 
Oxford, used to relate a charactenstic story of Turner, but whether 
of this period or later is uncertain. He had employed the painter to 
make some drawings of Oxford, which obliged him to sit in the 
public street. The price to be paid for the work was a hberal one, but, 
as annoyances and hindrances took place from the curiosity of spec- 
tators, before Turner began the drawing of Christ Church he made 
Wyatt obtain for him the loan of an old postchaise, which was so 
placed in the main street that Turner could work fi:om the window; 
and when the drawruig was paid for, the painter insisted on receiving 
three shillimgs and sixpence which he had disbursed for the use of the 
old vehicle. 

Turner, we have seen, began his art by sketching fi:om nature, and 
never omitted any opportunity of enlarging his knowledge by the 
same means; continuing the practice to the latest period of a long life, 
as the followting incident, related to have happened within two or 
three years of his death, will prove: He had wandered away in the 
summer months along the coast of Normandy, as he said himself, 
looking out for storms and shipwrecks: he carried nothing wtith him 
but a change of linen and his sketch-book. Arrived at Eu, he found 
it necessary to have his shoes repaired, and took a lodging in the 
house of a fisherman. He had not been long there before an officer 
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of the court inquired for him, and told him that Louis Philippe, the 
King of the French, who was then staying at the Chateau, hearing 
that Mr. Turner was in the town, had sent to desire his company 
to dinner (they had been well known to one another in England). 
Turner strove to apologize — ^pleaded his want of dress — but this was 
overruled; his usual costume was the dress-coat of the period, and he 
was assured that he only required a white neckcloth, and that the 
King must not be denied. The fisherman’s wife easily provided a 
white neckcloth, by cutting up some of her linen, and Turner declared 
that he spent one of the pleasantest of evenings in chat with his old 
Twickenham acquaintance. On starting for these excursions, he 
never intimated the route he intended to take, nor the time of his stay 
or of his return, this being determmed by the weather and his success. 
The National Gallery alone possesses nearly i,ooo of his sketches, 
works of high excellence and of the most varied character, which 
were the fruits of these rambles. 

In sketching, Turner used all methods; but rarely, very rarely, the 
medium of oil. And it is this water-colour tendency of his art, and 
this constant recurrence to nature, that gives the interpreting key to 
all his after practice. Passing firom the mere outlines, which are rapid 
pencil sketches of distances and foreground figures, we find colour- 
sketches reckoned by thousands. Here we have every variety of sub- 
ject and every amount of labour. Sometimes simple flat washes of 
local tint indicate the whole of a wide extended landscape, sometimes 
the relation of mountain to sky, or of a bit of foreground to distance, 
is happily and minutely given; of mere studies of skies it is said that 
Turner’s are to be reckoned by thousands. As he advanced m art he 
made sketches for his pictures, and sketches fi:om nature on grey 
paper, heightening the fights, or giving the points of expression by 
white or body colour, but still usmg the colour of his masses trans- 
lucendy as if on white paper; some of these sketches, mere broad 
flat masses of colour, are so truly beautiful and effective, rendering 
nature so fully to us, that we seem to want no more completion, but 
are thoroughly satisfied with the result before us. 

It has been objected to Turner that he could not draw the figure; 
and the ignorant laugh at many of the figures which he has introduced 
into his landscapes, while others detract from the Academy teaching 
for the same reason. But Turner’s sketches show that he was a most 
ready and able draughtsman, while his effort is rather to give the 
right treatment to his figures — the true effect of fight and sun and air, 
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their true keeping in the picture, and the indejEnite mystery of sunshine 
upon them — than to define their forms or to complete their outline. 

John Ruskin says: ‘The Academy taught Turner nothing, not even 
the one thing it might have done — ^the mechanical process of safe 
oil-painting, sure vehicles, and permanent colours’. Such assertions 
as these are easily made, and difficult to disprove; but this is certain. 
Turner himself was not ungrateful to the Academy, either as to its 
teaching or to its friendly membership, as his life-long fellowship 
with its members clearly proves. Moreover, his early pictures — ^when 
modes of painting learnt in the schools clung about him — were 
safely and solidly painted, and show no signs of cracking. ‘Witness 
his ‘Crossing the Brook’, his ‘Richmond HiU’, and many others 
of this period. Some notes upon nine or ten pictures of various periods, 
made on the occasion of Elhanan Bicknell’s sale at Christie’s in 1863, 
show that the works of his earher time were in the soundest state, 
simply and carefully painted, and without any failure of colour. It 
was only when his eager pursmt of the effects of suidight, mist, and 
extensive distance bathed in air and vapour, led him on to frequent 
scumbliugs, and at times to the use of water-colours in his oil paint- 
ings, and his impulsive genius carried him away to paint hastily, and 
to force his works with rapid driers, that the foundations of these 
failures were laid. 

Another cause of failure has also been hinted at — ^Turner’s known 
practice of painting largely upon his pictures on the ‘ varnishing days’. 
At these times, such was his love of colour that any rich tint on a 
brother painter’s palette so tempted him that he would jokingly 
remove a large portion of it to his own, and immediately apply it to 
his picture, irrespective of the medium with which it was made up. 
From our own palette he has whisked off, on more occasions than 
one, a luscious knob of orange vermilion, or ultramarine, tempered 
with copal, and at once used it on a picture he was at work upon 
with a m^tic magylph. Such a practice, productive of no mischief at 
the moment, would break up a picture when the harder drier began 
to act on that which was of a less contractile nature. 

Again, as to the pictures left on his own walls for any time — ^and 
this relates to all those now in the national collection as well as to 
many others which remained for years in his studio — ^the utter neglect 
and carelessness with which they were treated would have destroyed 
picttires of the strongest constitutions, much more the delicate, 
fragile works which he loved to produce. The scene in bis rooms on 
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the occasion of his funeral would have saddened any lover of art, 
for the works left behind, almost as much as for the genius that had 
passed away. The gallery seemed as if broom or dusting-brush had 
never troubled it. The carpet, or matting (its texture was undistin- 
guishable from dirt), was worn and musty; the hangings, which had 
once been a gay amber colour, showed a dingy yellow hue where the 
colour was not washed out by the drippings from the ceiling: for 
the cove and the glass sky-hghts were in a most dilapidated state, 
many panes broken and patched with old newspapers. From these 
places the wet had run down the walls, and loosened the plaster, so 
that it had actually fallen behind the canvas of one picture, ‘The 
Bay of Baiae’, which, hanging over the bottom of the frame, bagged 
outwards, with the mass of accumulated mortar and rubbish it upheld. 
Many of the pictures — ‘Crossing the Brook’ among others — ^had 
large pieces chipped or scaled off; while others were so fast going to 
decay that the gold first, and then the ground, had perished from the 
very frames, and the bare fir-wood beneath was exposed. It may well 
be supposed that in such a damp and mouldy atmosphere any 
pictures would suffer, much more the fragile works of Turner’s last 
period, irregularly carried out as has been descnbed. 

As no lists of the attendance of students were kept at that time, it is 
impossible to tell how much or how htde Turner worked in the 
schools of die Academy. One thing is certain, that, when elected, his 
brother members believed in his power not only to draw the figure 
but to instruct others, since they repeatedly appointed him a visitor 
in the life school (a duty not usually confided to a landscape painter); 
and those who studied in the schools during his visitorship have testi- 
fied to the valuable assistance that he gave the students at those times. 
When a visitor in the life school he introduced a capital practice, 
which it is to be regretted has not been continued; he chose for study 
a model as nearly as possible corresponding in form and character 
with some fine antique figure, which he placed by the side of the 
model posed in the same action; thus, the ‘Discobulus of Myron’ 
contrasted with one of the best of our trained soldiers: the ‘Lkard 
ICiller* with a youth in the roundest beauty of adolescence: the 
‘Venus de’ Medici’ beside a female in the first period of youthful 
womanhood. The idea was original and very instructive: it showed at 
once how much the antique sculptors had refined nature; which, if 
in parts more beautiful than the selected form which is called ideal, as a 
whole looked common and vulgar by its side. 
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Turner’s conversation, his lectures, and his advice were at all times 
enigmatical, not from want of knowledge, but from want of verbal 
power. Rare advice it was, if you could unriddle it, but so mysteriously 
given or expressed that it was hard to comprehend — conveyed 
sometimes in a few indistinct words, in a wave of the hand, a poke in 
the side, pointing at the same time to some part of a student’s drawing, 
but saying nothing more than a ‘Humph!’ or ‘What’s that for? ’ Yet 
the fault hinted at, the thing to be altered was there, if you could but 
find it out; and if, after a deep puz:^^, you did succeed in compre- 
hending his meaning, he would congratulate you when he came round 
again, and would give you some further hint; if not, he would leave 
you with another disdainful growl, or perhaps seizing your porte- 
crayon, or with his broad thumb, make you at once sensible of your 
fault. To a student who was intent on refining the forms before he 
had got the action of his figure, he would thrust with the point of 
his thumb at the place of the two nipples and the navel, and — ^very 
likely with the nail — draw down the curve of the depression of 
the sternum and linea alba, to show that pose, action and proportion 
were to be the first consideration. To. another who, painting from 
the life, was insipidly finishing up a part without proper relation to 
the whole, he would— taking the brush from his hand, and without 
a word — ^vigorously mark in the form of the shadow and the position 
of the highlights, to indicate that the relations of the whole should be 
the student’s first consideration. The schools were usually better 
attended during his visitorships than dunng those of most other 
members, from which it may be inferred that the students appre- 
aated his teaching. This, however, relates to the middle period of his 
life, and not to the time now under consideration. 

His lectures on perspective, after he was elected to the professor- 
ship, were, from his naturally enigmatical and ambiguous style of 
delivery, almost unintelligible. Half of each lecture was addressed to 
the attendant behind him, who was constantly busied, under his 
muttered directions, in selecting from a huge portfolio drawings and 
diagrams to illustrate his teaching; many of these were truly beautiful, 
speaking intelhgibly enot^h to the eye, if his language did not to the 
ear. As iQustrations of aerial perspective and the perspective of colour, 
many of his rarest drawnngs were at these lectures placed before the 
students in all the glory of their first unfaded freshness. A rare treat to 
our eyes they were. Thomas Stothard, the hbrarian to the Royal 
Academy, who was nearly deaf for some years before his death, was 
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a constant attendant at Turner s lectures. A brother member, who 
judged of them rather from the known dryness of the subject, and 
the certainty of what Turner’s dehvery would be, than from any 
attendance on his part, ashed the Hbrarian why he was so constant. 
‘Su:,’ said he, ‘there is much to see at Turner’s lectures — much that 
I delight in seeing, though I cannot hear him. ’ 

It has already been remarked that the art of water-colour painting 
had its origin in topography, and that the minute attention to fects and 
details so necessary in topographical works was a direct and valuable 
initiation to the careful study of nature. We have seen also that 
Turner began art as a water-colour painter, labouring at drawings of 
local scenery. The works which he exhibited at the Royal Academy 
for the first seven years were alt views. But Turner’s genius was not of 
a nature to allow him long to continue painting simply representative 
landscapes, or to treat his subjects merely topographically. In 1793, 
we note the first indication of an attempt to treat his picture as modi- 
fied or changed by passing atmospheric effects. For mist and vapour 
Ht by the golden Hght of mom, or criensoned with the tints of evening 
— spread out to veil the distance, or rolled m clouds and storm — are 
the great characteristics of Turner’s art, as contrasted with the mild 
seremty, the calm unclouded heaven, of Claude. Henceforth, his 
quotations from the poets are frequent, first from Thomson’s Seasons, 
or Milton’s Paradise Lost, but aiterwards strange confused stanzas 
from some manuscript of his own composition called The Fallacies 
of Hope. 

It has been asserted somewhat unjusdy that Turner was underrated 
and misunderstood by his contemporaries, but the criticisms of the 
time are favourable to his works, and his election as associate of 
the Royal Academy at the very earhest period at which, according to 
the rules, he could be chosen; and, further, his elevation within Httle 
more than two years, and when only twenty-six years of age, to full 
membership, sufficiently prove that his talent and genius were fully 
appreciated by his brother artists, and received all the honour that 
their choice could give. 

But to return to the period preceding his associateship. Not only 
did Turner from this time eschew representative landscape and 
topographical art for that which is far higher and more noble — 
for a generalized treatment of nature, avoiding minute details, and 
looking at his subject as a whole, with all the poetry arising from 
accidents of storm and sunshine, of driving mist, of early mom or 



JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER 259 

dewy eve — but he actually held as a principle that accurate topo- 
graphical treatment, mere imitative landscapes, painted, as they 
might in our day be photographed from a given point, embracing 
all that could be seen from that point, and no more, did not represent 
the place so fully as a far more general treatment would do: a treat- 
ment bringing in, it may be, buildings or objects which from that 
identical spot were not to be seen, being hidden, perhaps, by nearer 
objects, or out of the field of the picture — ^but which from their 
importance, their magnitude, or their singularity; were especial 
features of the scene. Thus he would say that no one should paint 
London without St. Paulas, or Oxford without the dome of the 
Bodleian; and constandy in his pictures he would move a building of 
importance considerably to the right or left, to bring it into what he 
considered its best place in the picture. And this is quite consistent 
with reason, for no one but an artist views a town or any scene from 
a rigidly fixed point. Again, we may look upon scenery under some 
aspects, or at one time of day, and see in it neither feature nor beauty: 
it may even seem essentially commonplace, from those very details 
which some would delight in giving so imitatively; but the same 
scene presents itself, perhaps, in the purple gloom of sunset, massed 
large and solemnly against a luminous golden sky, and we look with 
surprise and wonder at its beauty. The true mission of the artist, then, 
is to seize these golden moments, rare and fleeting — ^unheeded, 
perhaps, even in their beauty by common minds — and to fix them 
by his art for ever. What, compared with this, is the merit of bmlding 
up a tree leaf by leaf and branch by branch; of drawing, as if by the 
camera , every nameless house and every crumbling stack of chim- 
neys, brick by brick? What is there in such, even if true as truth itself, 
that affords us delight? 

After he began painting in oil. Turner for some time continued, in 
his exhibition pictures, chiefly to use that medium. We do not find 
him all at once striking out a new art for himself, but rather walking 
reverently m the old patios and deferential to old authorities. Many 
of his earliest works, and of these some of his best, are founded on the 
Dutch school; Wilson is palpably imitated in many of his pictures, so 
also are Poussin and Claude. Indeed, Turner evidently felt a strong 
spirit of rivalry with Claude, and a desire to measure himself, and be 
measured by the world, in comparison with the great French landscape 
painter; as he proved by the special bequest of two of his works to 
hang between two of the best Claudes in the National Gallery, where 
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they have since been placed. Even the figure painters were not beyond 
his imitative rivalry; as in ‘The Blacksmith’s Shop’, painted in 1807. 

This picture is specially curious, as showmg how ready our painter 
was to match himself against any aspirant for fame. The year before, 
1806, ‘The Village Politicians’, file work of David Wilkie, then only 
in his twenty-second year, was exhibited in the Royal Academy, 
attracted general attention, and was highly praised. Turner painted 
‘The Blacksmith’s Shop’, evidently in direct imitation of the manner 
and characteristics of the young artist who had so suddenly taken rank 
before the pubHc, and the work was exhibited the same year with 
‘The Blind Fiddler’, the second picture that Wilkie painted in the 
metropolis. This may have been done in a spirit of friendly rivalry 
rather than from any envious feeling on Turner’s part, still it is alleged 
that the younger man felt a little sore, and the transaction led to some 
hostile criticism. 

While Turner was painting for the walls of the exhibition those 
noble works, which we at least are inclmed to think, with one or tv o 
exceptions, his best, and the period during which he produced them 
(viz., from 1800 to 1820), his best time, he was diligently labouring 
at the new art of water-colour painting; very rarely exhibiting the 
works in this medium pubHcly, but mosdy preparing them for the 
engravers. This practice seems to have led him to a perfectly new 
view of his art. Water-colour, depending for its lights on the purity 
and whiteness of its ground, and susceptible of the most infinitesimal 
gradations of tint and colour by mere dilutions of the pigments with 
water, has, so far, a wider range than oil is capable of, wherein the 
tints, when pamted solidly — as all the lights must almost of necessity 
be — are gradated by mixing the coloured pigments with white; 
his admits of far fewer gradations in scale, and has, moreover, the 
evil of altering somewhat the nature of the colour by such admixture, 
making the tint produced in a degree absorbent of light, and far 
less brilhant than in its transparent state by mere dilution. It is true 
that by glazing the colour over a Hght ground, some of the advan- 
tages of water-colour are obtamed, and some even in a higher degree 
than in that medium; such as increased depth, brilliancy, and force, 
far greater firom the unctuous richness of oil than m water-colour. 
But even when thus treated, the gradations are far less delicate, owing 
to the fluidity of the medium being less; while as diere is a sensible 
colour in all oily media which tinges or tarnishes the delicate tints, the 
use of oil in this manner is almost precluded. 
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' Turner, in his water-colour art, was led insensibly into these 
refined gradations; by them he sought detail with great breadth, and 
managed to give at least the appearance of the multitudinous details 
of mountain range or extended plain, the effects of air and light, and 
the mists that are ever floating in our island atmosphere — a manner 
that no one had thought of before him, much less had accomplished; 
and this manner he sought to carry out in his oil pictures also. His 
water-colour practice led him to the use of the white ground. He 
soon perceived the far greater luminousness thus to be obtained; that 
works so treated, when seen in a room, had as it were light in them- 
selves, and appeared as if the spectator were looking forth into the 
open air, as compared with the solid pamtiness of the works of his 
contemporaries. But how to use his colour in sufficiently delicate 
gradations to achieve the same result on a light ground in oil, as on 
the paper ground in water-colours, was one of his first difficulties; 
and he was led to adopt the use of scumbling, that is to say, of driving 
very fine films of white, or of colour mixed with white, over a 
properly prepared ground. By this means he not only obtained 
infinitely delicate gradations, but he successfully imitated the effects 
of air and mist; the brighter tints beneath being rendered greyer and 
more distant at the same time by the film of white. This enabled him 
to make the points of the composition — ^his figures, or other coloured 
obj’ects in the foreground — stand out in extreme brilliancy, owing to 
the employment of transparent colour boldly and purely used over 
the white. 

By these means Turner obtained the whole range of the scale, 
firom white — to him the intensest representative of light — to the 
purest reds, oranges, blues, purples, etc., that the use of the transparent 
pigments in oil permitted. Or by a black object, such as a black hat, a 
dog, or a cow, the extreme range of bis palette from hght to dark. 
Thus he abandoned the old maxim of art — that a painter should 
reserve his palette, and always have something to enhance the black, 
the white, or the colour of his picture — and expended all the force of 
his pigments so as to realize the utmost brilliancy possible. 

This change m Turner s art became manifest about the year 1820. 
This year was a year of transition; after it we find his execution, as well 
as the principles on which he wrought, entirely changed from the 
soHd character of his first manner. 

John Burnet, whose critical remarks on Turner’s works arc usually 
sound and well considered, has shown us how contemporary art was 
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affected by this change of principle in Turner. He says {Turner and 
his Works j 1852, p. 61), ‘The light key upon which most of our 
present landscape painters work owes its origin to Turner; the 
presence of his pictures on the walls of the Academy engendered this 
change from the darker imitations of Wilson and Gainsborough, or 
the contemplation of the landscapes of the Dutch school; light pictures 
certainly attract more attention than dark, but the question is, how 
far this style may be carried with safety; in the opinion of many, the 
Enghsh school are extending this principle to excess. Wilkie used to 
relate an anecdote, that while he was one of the hangers of the pic- 
tures, he carried a copy of “The Woman taken in Adultery”, by 
Rembrandt, and put it up amongst the works on the walls of the 
Academy; there was a general shout of triumph in favour of Ughts — 
one cried out “Away with the black masters!” another said, “It looks 
Kke a hole in the wall” ; but after listening to their congratulations in 
praise of their own style, Wilkie quietly observed, “If we are on the 
right road, then the greatest masters of the Italian and British schools 
have all been wrong”.’ 

We also know that Wilkie, on his return from Italy, complained 
that the English works were, to his eyes, painted up in the darks, but 
left flat in the Hghts, that is, looking thin and poor. We well remember 
ourselves the effect of the British pictures when hung in the same 
building with the works of the French school at the Paris Exhibition, 
in 1855. They had generally an appearance of challdncss that had 
never struck us until we saw them Aus juxtaposed, for the French 
paint lower in tone than we do, even in their landscapes, and always 
seem to reserve their palette, so as to retain both white and colour 
more intense than is found in the picture, to enable them to emphasize 
and give focusing points to their works; while our artists seem lavish 
of the full power of the palette, and appear to leave nothing beyond 
for that little more light which, according to the well-known painter’s 
paradox, may serve to make the picture darker and richer — ^that 
brighter pigment which is to neutralize any too-prevailing colour; 
or that still darker touch which is to take out the dark from a picture, 
and to give it clearness. Such, however, was no longer the art of 
Turner m the new manner he adopted, and continued until he ended 
his labour with his life. Perhaps this style reached its climax in the 
picture of ‘Phryne as Venus going to the Baths’, painted in 1838. 

Soon after this picture. Turner’s art began visibly to decline; he 
pushed his principle ofbroken tints, of intense light and of confused and 
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commingled forms, to its utmost extreme; and some of the last works 
of his hand, while the artist may regard them with wonder, not 
unmixed with admiration at what they suggest, must ever be but 
caviare to the multitude. 

To us one of Turner’s most poetical works is the ‘Ulysses Deriding 
Polyphemus,* which he exhibited in 1829, and now in the National 
Gallery. It is impossible to go beyond the power of colour here 
achieved; it is on the very verge of extravagance, but yet is in no way 
gaudy. How nearly it is so, is seen in any attempt to copy the picture; 
such copies are more surely failures than those from any other of the 
painter’s works. The mere handling is a marvel, the ease and freedom 
of the work, the thick impasto of tints that are heaped on the upper 
sky, making the lower parts recede in true perspective to the rising 
sun; the grand way in which the vessel moves over the ‘watery floor’, 
the dream-like poetry of the whole, make up a picture without a 
parallel in the world of art. Or look at his ‘ Shipwreck’, 1 805, a work 
whose characteristics are of the Dutch school, but in which the theme 
is so treated as to speak by its terrible poetry to all, but more especially 
to English, minds. The heaving and boiling sea, tom by the winds, 
is mingled with the black heavens all along what might be the 
horizon: the foam from the crests of the broken waves is driven like 
a snow-wreath across the dark overhanging thunder-doud; yonder, 
almost hidden by the mist and smoky drift of the tom waves, the 
doomed vessel lies tossed and helpless, the hopeless seamen dropping 
from hull and bowsprit into the swamping boats. In the foreground, 
lit up by a fitful gleam, are other boats hastening to aid the drowning 
crew; one is almost engulfed in the boding surge; in the other, the 
mariners strain hard at the hekn to steer clear of their companion. 
Terror is on every face. 

Turner as an artist was quite aware of the greatness of his own 
powers, and jealous of their proper recognition; many indications of 
this feeling will occur to those who read his life. 

In person Turner had Httle of the outward appearance that we love 
to attribute to the possessors of genius. In the last twenty years of his 
life, 'during which we knew him well, his short figure had become 
corpulent — ^his face, perhaps from continual exposure to the air, was 
unusually red, and a htde inclined to blotches. His dark eye was 
bright and resdess—his nose, aquiline. He generally wore what is 
called a black dress-coat, which would have been the better for brush- 
ing — the sleeves were mosdy too long, coming down over his fat 
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and not over-clean hands. He wore his hat while painting on the 
varnishing days — or otherwise a large wrapper over his head, while 
on the warmest days he generally had another wrapper or comforter 
round his throat — though occasionally he would unloose it and 
allow the two ends to dangle down in front and pick up a httle of the 
colour from his ample palette. This, together with his ruddy face, his 
rollicking eye, and his continuous, although, except to himself, un- 
mteUigible jokes, gave him the appearance of one of that now wholly 
extinct race — a long-stage coachman. In the schools his eyes seemed 
ever in motion, and would instantly spy out any student who was 
sketching his portrait — ^which wc were all anxious to do on the 
margins of our drawings, but out of many attempts none succeeded, 
for he knew, as if by mtuition, when any one had bis eye on him for 
this purpose, and would change his posture so as to preclude the 
chance of its bemg finished. Thus stolen likenesses of him are rare. On 
the varnishing days he was generally one of the earhest to arrive, 
coining dowm. to the Academy before breakfast and continumg his 
labours as long as dayhght lasted; strange and wonderful was the 
transformation he at times effected in his works on the walls. Latterly 
he used to send them in in a most unfinished state, relying on what he 
could do for them during the three days allowed to the members. 

Soon after Turner’s death the ‘varnishing days’ were, however, 
abandoned for a time, and only reinstated in 1862. It had been found 
in the interim that Turner was right in the value he placed on these 
days of meeting. The EngHsh school is constituted on the system of 
individual independence; each artist, after having learnt the mere 
technical elements, the handicraft of his art, practises it almost irre- 
spective of the rules and traditions of his predecessors. In England, 
the atelier system of the Contmciit — a system where the pupil enters 
upon all the knowledge of his master and follows aU the traditions of 
the school — ^is all but unknown; while even our academic system 
leaves the student, after he has obtained a command of the language 
of his art, quite free as to his mode of using it, and has the merit of 
formmg artists of varied originality, because untrammelled by rules 
and systems ; if it has also the fault of leaving the rising body ignorant of 
any general code of law or precedent to guide them in their practice. 

Now on the ‘varmshing days’, when painting was going on in 
common, much of precept, much of practice, and much of common 
experience, were interchmged. The younger members gained much 
from the elder ones, and hiany useful hints and suggestions from one 
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anodier. Who does not recollect the valuable remarks of David 
Wilkie, WiUiam Etty, C. R. Leslie, John Constable, and William 
Mukeady, and, above aU, of Turner? though from him, as has been 
already seen, it was conveyed in dark hints and ambiguous phrases. A 
httle anecdote of what happened to one of the writers, on his first 
admission to the privilege of these meetings, which must be told 
with the singular pronoun will illustrate what has been said; at the 
same time it is quite characteristic of Turner, and of his keen percep- 
tion of what a picture required to set right an apparent defect, and it 
is on both accounts well worth insertion here. ‘The first varnishing 
days at the Royal Academy to which I was admitted on my election 
as associate, I was trying to spoil my picture of “The'Casde Builder'*, 
when Henry Howard came up to me and said, in his most frigid 
manner, that the bosom of my figure was indelicately naked, and 
that some of the members thought I had better paint the dress higher. 
Here was a dilemma for a new associate. Of course, with due meek- 
ness, I was about to comply with his advice, although greatly against 
the grain, and with a sort of wonder at myself that I could possibly 
have been ignorantly guilty of sending an immodest contribution to 
the Exhibition. Meanwhile, Turner looked over my shoulder, and, 
in his usual sententious manner, mumbled out, “What-r-doing?** 
I told him the rebuke I had just received from the secretary. “Pooh, 
pooh,** said he, “paint it lower.** I thought he was intent upon 
leading me mto a scrape. “You want white**, he added, and turned on 
his heel. What could he mean? I pondered over his words, and after a 
while the truth struck me. The coloured dress came harshly on the 
flesh, and no linen intervened. I painted at once, over a portion of the 
bosom of the dress, a peep of the chemise. Howard came round soon 
after, and said, with a httle more warmth, “Ah! you have covered it 
up — ^it is far better now — ^it will do**. It was no higher however; there 
was just as much of the flesh seen, but the sense of nakedness and 
display was gone. Turner also came round agam, and gave his gratified 
grunt at my docility and appreciativeness, which he often rewarded 
afterwards by like hints. Now this was not a mere incidental change, 
but it was a truth, always available in the future, the value of hnen 
near the flesh — a hint I never forgot, and continually found useful. 
Many such have I heard and seen him give to his brother landscape 
painters — either by word of mouth or with a dash of his brush; and 
it is a great satisfaction to all that by a fair compromise with the other 
exhibitors, the Academy has again partially restored the varnishing 
K 
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days, and that members can again interchange opinions and advice 
with one another.* 

But we resume. Hitherto Turner has been spoken of principally as 
an oil painter, and this art has furnished most of our illustrations of his 
methods and practice. Yet as a water-colour painter he is, perhaps, 
even more eminent. It has already been said that his treatment of oil 
was greatly influenced by his practice in water-colour, and that his 
success, or the novelty of the results, influenced the whole art of the 
period, introducing a lighter and brighter scale of painting than had 
heretofore prevailed. His influence on the growing school of water- 
colour was treated of in a former chapter; but it is impossible to 
conclude our notice of Turner and his art without some more definite 
account of his works in water-colour. Perhaps it is not too much to 
say that he shows even as a greater artist in these works than in those 
painted in the nobler medium. In oil he had the body of ancient art 
before him, and great masters of execution in almost every varied 
style. But m water-colour, what was there in the beginning to guide 
him— what had he to adopt— what to improve upon? The art all but 
began with him; weak and feeble, in its very childhood as to execu- 
tive means, hardly a resource had been invented by which to express 
the wonderful quahties which nature presents to the artist*s eye, 
and which Turner, more especially, was gifted to perceive. Nature 
revealed to him a flood of atmospheric light, a world of infinitely 
tender gradations of tint and colour, gradations so minute as to be 
almost imappreciable by other men, and such as it seemed hopeless 
to realize by the practice which then prevailed; he had, therefore, to 
invent his own methods. 

Turner soon found that an untrue heaviness resulted from the old 
process of dilutmg or strengthening a grey tint and treating every 
part, first as a mere gradation of light and dark, afterwards tmting 
with colour, thus to represent the hue of the object in the Hghts, and 
by passing the same tint over the shadowed ground, the hue as affected 
or changed by shade. He proceeded, therefore, to view every object 
and part of an object, the whole surface of his picture, as colour; the 
local colour modified and often absolutely changed by light or the 
absence of light, by atmosphere, reflection, or distance, but each 
portion stiU looked at for its own colour; and then, resorting to the 
pigments which, either separately or mixed, would represent that 
colour, he would execute ike tint or hue at once on the paper. This 
was a great advance in the true direction, but here anoicr danger 



JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER 267 

was to be avoided, muddiness of tint, and loss of the translucency jSrom 
the white ground, partly from the imperfection of the pigments, and 
pardy from the needful repetitions of the washes. Hence arose delicate 
hatchings and stipplings, which in his hands achieved wonderful 
qualities of broken hues, air-tints and atmosphere; and various modes 
of removing from the surface any over-loaded parts. All these, with 
tLumerous other resources, were, if not invented by him, applied so 
judiciously, and with such consummate manipulative skill, that we 
never for a moment are led to a consideration of the process by which 
the effect is produced, bein^ so fully satisfied with the truth of the 
impression it imparts. Water-colour seemed to lend itself readily to 
the imitation of those effects in nature he so much loved to represent 
— ^nature lost in a blaze of light, rather than dimmed with a twilight 
gloom — ^and thus it happens that his works in this medium mostly ' 
embody some evanescent effect, be it flood of sunshine bursting 
forth after storms, or careering in gleams over the plain, the moun- 
tain, or the sea; or some wrack of clouds, some passing shower or 
rainbow of promise refreshing the gladdened and glistening earth. 

Turner’s water-colour paintings, indeed, epitomize the whole 
mystery of landscape art. Other painters have arrived at excellence in 
one treatment of nature. Thus, J. R. Cozens in grand and solemn 
effects of moimtain scenery, G. F. Robson in simple breadth and 
masses; Peter De Wint in tone and colour, John Glover in sun-gleams 
thrown across the picture, and tipping with golden light the hills and 
trees; David Cox in his breezy freshness; and George Barret in his 
classical compositions, lighted by the setting sun. These were men that 
played in one key, often making the rarest melody. But Turner’s art 
compassed all they did collectively and more than equalled each in 
his own way. 

It has been almost a dogma in art that the darkest colour of a 
picture must, in open-air subjects, be in the foreground. But Turner, 
by his knowledge in the application of hot and cold colours, could 
place his dark in the distance and yet be true, although the foreground 
was glowing with golden sunlight. Thus in the ‘Heidelberg’ (which 
was in the International Exhibition, 1862), a few small touches of 
warm dark m the foreground are all that counterbalance a mass of 
blue dark in the distance. 

Turner began in water-colours, as he did in oil, by imitating the art 
of his predecessors and contemporaries. In many of his early works 
the inspiration is evidently caught from J. R. Cozens. Other works 
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suggest the low tones and broad manner of Girtin, as the ‘ Warkworth* 
and the ‘Easby Abbey’; perhaps the golden manner which the latter 
painter adopted just before he died, led to Turner’s rich and golden 
tones; but if so, he speedily surpassed his early competitor, and began 
to range over the novel and hitherto untrodden field of fleeting 
effects, such as painters term accidental; his readiness and boldness in 
seizing these is as remarkable as is the fearlessness with which hd 
pushed them to the very verge of truth. 

Turner repudiated the mere imitation of Nature, and never cared to 
represent her commonplace aspects: those mdeed, which from their 
abiding, are the only aspects which can be literally copied, and al- 
though he made hundreds of studies from nature, he never seems to 
have painted a picture out of doors. He cared only to reproduce those 
varied effects which are fleeting as they are beautiful — ^like the 
passions which flit across the human countenance, and which can 
raise the most commonplace and stolid face into the region of poetry, 
or those expressions which, whether on face of man or the widespread 
champaign, pass as suddenly as they arise, and can only be reproduced 
by the hand of genius, working with the stores of a schooled memory, 
enriched by the treasures of long and patient study. 

Moreover, Turner’s art was completely an art of selection: of 
selection as to time and circumstance, as to effect of light, shade, or 
colour; of selection by omission or by the addition of parts. 

If we look even to his foregrounds, where, if anywhere, the details 
of nature would be imitatively rendered, we find no such attempt on 
his part. Even there he sought to give the impression of foHage, 
flowers, and firuit, rather than to render them imitatively. We 
recognize, it is true, some of the typical plants, the leading growths^ 
such as the vme hanging firom branch to branch, or the gourd trailing 
over fallen column or sculptured stone, rendered, it may be, with the 
utmost truth of general effect and of relation to the tone of the picture, 
whether of grey storm or of golden sunlight. Still never rendered with 
any curious perception of minute beauties arising from direct indivi- 
dual imitation, but rather with relation to the masses of light and 
dark in his picture, or to the forms he wished to emphasize or to hide. 

If Turner had a defect it was too great generalization; and, as our 
defects grow upon us in our old age, his latter works in oil seem rather 
schemes for pictures — the bold and startling laying-on of masses pre- 
paratory to fiiture completion — than attempts at any detailed realiza- 
tion. In many of them we try in vain to make out the minor forms in 



JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER 269 

the masses. It seemed sufficient for the painter that the great truths of 
sun and shade, of hot and cold were faithfully rendered, and then — did 
we not know his perfect manipulation in water-colours even late in 
life — we might think that either his eye failed him, or that the will was 
wanting to cope with the tedious labour of completing the parts whilst 
maintaining the requisite breadth. The palette knife, the broad hog- 
tool for scumbling the broken surface, were the means he employed — 
means quite incompatible with minute completion. 

He ever studied to preserve a sense of mystery^ a quaKty which is 
most valuable to the painter, as Turner very well knew. ‘Hang that 
fellow’s works,* said a great living pamter, on looking at a Pre- 
Raphaelite picture; ‘one sees them all at once, and there is nothing 
left to find out’. The suggestiveness of a work of art is one of its richest 
qualities; and the veriest blot of Turner is suited to suggest more 
than the most finished picture of imitative details. 

The wonderful industry of the painter is apparent even from his 
exhibited works. Rodd, who published in 1856 a catalogue of the 
pictures painted by Turner and exhibited at the Royal Academy, 
gives a list from 1787 to 1850, of 259 pictures; to which he adds 
sixteen more, exhibited between 1806 and 1846, at the British 
Institution, making in all 275 pictures. This, which might well repre- 
sent the whole life of an ordinary man, was but a fraction of Turner’s 
labours. How many fine easel pictures by him were never exhibited? 
and how shall we estimate the addition which should be made to the 
list by the drawings made solely for the engraver? In 1808 he com- 
menced his first work of this class, pitting himself against Claude, m 
his Liber Studiomm; and firom that time his engagements with 
publishers never ceased — ^his Southern Coast Scenery, his England 
and Wales, Rivers of England, Rivers of France, Rogerses Italy, Rogerses 
Poems, etc. 

The large property he had accumulated by his art, and his generous 
disposal of it (though partially frustrated) for the benefit of his brother 
artists and his countrymen, are well known. 

Of Turner’s life, passed entirely in the pursuit of art, enough has 
been said. He was elected an associate in 1799; a full member of the 
Royal Academy in 1802. In 1807 he was appointed professor of 
perspective, the duties of which office he fulfilled for nearly thirty 
years. Secretive in his habits, he loved to make his journeys alone, 
and to the last he continued to absent himself for uncertain periods 
from the knowledge of his household and his friends. His death was 
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as characteristic as his life. Just below the picturesque old timber 
bridge which spanned the Thames from Chelsea to Battersea the 
river widens out into a deep bay. In the centre of the curve just at the 
bottom of a Htde half-country lane were two sihall cottages, such as 
might be inhabited by the boatmen whose craft lie along the curving 
shore. These houses looked out on to the broad expanse of river, ever 
as the day declined reflecting the glories of the setting sun and the 
evening sky. In one of these cottages Turner died. That he might 
enjoy solitude and his lonely studies he was accustomed to lodge 
here under the assumed name of Brooks. Here, evening and morning, 
he could look out on his beloved Thames, and what was better still, 
see sky, ever changing, clean down to the hilly horizon. Here, un- 
known as the great painter, his last illness seized him; from his sick 
bed he could yet see the setting sun, and here he died on 19 December 
1851. His body was conveyed to his house in Queen Anne Street, 
West, and thence to its last resting-place in the crypt of St. Paul's. 



Portrait of Turner at the age of twenty-five. 
From a Drawing by George Dance. 



CHAPTER XX 


HOWARD, HILTON, HAYDON, AND ETTY 

In this chapter we propose to trace the career, marked by struggles 
and neglect, of four talented men who devoted themselves to natura- 
lize the grand style in the Enghsh school, and to assert its power. They 
were contemporaries in the schools, and competitors in the race of 
fame, but one came a few years before the other three, and had a more 
lengthened career; and to him we give the precedence. Henry 
Howard, R,A,, was bom in London, 31 January 1769. He left school 
at thirteen with an average education, and a htde knowledge of 
Latin, and then from time to time accompanied his fadier to and from 
Paris, and picked up French. Though not intended for an artist, he 
showed a predilection for drawing, and at the age of seventeen he 
became the pnpil of Phihp Reinagle, R.A. In 1788 he was admitted a 
student of the Royal Academy, and in 1790 he gained the two first 
medals the first silver medal in! the life school, and the gold medal 
for his original painting of Caractacus, which the president Reynolds 
informed him was the best picture which had been submitted to the 
Academy. 

Having thus distinguished himself, he determined, in pursuit of 
his art, to visit Italy, and he set off early in 1791. He went by Paris and 
Geneva over Mont Cenis to Turin, Milan, Parma, Bologna and 
Florence, seeing and sketching many of the fine works of art in those 
cities, and finally reached Rome. Here he pursued liis studies, and 
painted in competition for the travelling studentship of the Royal 
Academy a large composition, the figures life-size, of ‘The Death of 
Abel, a subject from the text of Gesner\ The treatment, which was 
hardly Scriptural, was unfortunate, and he was not only unsuccessful 
in his competition, but his work narrowly escaped rejection at the 
Academy Exhibition in 1794, He returned by Florence, Vemce, and 
Trieste to Vienna, Dresden, and home by Hamburg. He was now in 
his twenty-sixth year, and well trained for his art career. His tastes 
led him to the poetic and classic, rather than to the more severe and 
grand style, and in 1795 he exhibited three small-sized pictures, 
Puck and Ariel , ‘Satan Awaking in the Burning Lake^, and a 
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portrait; and ia the following year a finished sketch of the ‘Planets 
drawing Light fiom die Sun’ — 

‘Hither as to their fountain, other stars 
Repairing, in their golden urns draw light’— 

which, with some modifications, he twice repeated, first as ‘The 
Solar System’, exhibited in 1823, and later on as the ceding of the 
Duchess of Sutherland’s boudoir. 

He began by painting poetical and classical works from the English 
and Latin poets, with occasionally a subject from the Scriptures, and 
at times foimd much employment as a portrait painter. He also made 
a few designs for book dlustration, and for the ornamentation of 
Wedgwood’s pottery; some of which latter he executed himself on 
the clay. His classic tastes received further development by his 
employment in 1799 on a series of drawings for the Dilettante 
Society, from the antique sculpture in England; a work wliich he 
completed with great accuracy and finish. In 1801 he married Miss 
Reinagle, the daughter of his old master, and in the same year was 
elected an associate of the Royal Academy. In 1808, upon exhibiting 
his ‘Christ Blessing Litde Chddren*, the figures life-size (a work 
which is now the altar-piece of the church m Berwick Street, St. 
James’s), he was elected a member of the Academy; three years later 
he was appointed to fill the office of secretary, and in 183 3 was chosen 
professor of painting. His pictures are in the collections of the Duke 
of Sutherland, the Marquis of Lansdowne, and in the Soane and 
Vernon Galleries. He died at Oxford, where he had gone on a visit 
to his son, 5 October 1847. 

Howard will not be able to maintain a high rank in the English 
school. Distinguished in the outset of his career by the highest honours 
to be gained as a student, he fell short of the genius that will Hve. His 
works are graceful and pretty, marked by propriety, pleasing in com- 
position; his faces and expression good, his drawing correct; but his 
style cold and feeble. As a lecturer he ^d Httle originality of thought; 
his matter wanted mterest, and failed to catch the mind or impress 
itself upon the memory of the student. He is a part of our school — a 
link m the chain — ^but he has not exercised much influence either by his 
pictures or his teaching. His life was uneventful— neither marked by 
great success nor by failure. He possessed the esteem of his profession. 

William Hilton, R.A., was another history painter whom the 
Royal Academy may fairly claim as an offspring, and the English 
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school as a representative. With more talent than Howard, and with 
greater resolution, he devoted himself exclusively to high art, and 
was neither tempted aside hy the giins of portraiture nor of applied 
design. Yet his works, from the large size and subject, were less 
suited to the public taste, and had, in his day, litde chance of finding 
purchasers. He was the son of a portrait painter at Newark, and was 
bom at Lincoln, 3 June 1786. He early showed a love for art, and 
in 1800 became the pupil of John Raphael Smith, the mezzotint 
engraver. He entered as a student at the Royal Academy in 1806, 
and applying himself zealously to anatomy, soon made himself 
master of the figure. In 1810 he completed a subject from English 
history, ‘The Citizens of Calais Dehvering their Keys to King Edward 
II r, for which he was awarded a premium of fifty guineas by the 
directors of the British Institution. 

He next year attempted sacred art and in 1811 received from the 
Institution a second premium of £122 los. for his ‘Entombment of 
Christ*. This was followed by ‘Christ Restoring Sight to the Blind* 
and ‘Mary Anointing the Feet ofjesus*; and for this latter picture he 
was fortunate to find purchasers in the directors of the Institution, who 
gave him ^ 52 $ for it, and in 1821 presented it to the church of St. 
jMichael in the City. We do not find that he had hitherto sold his 
pictures, yet he quietly and unobtrusively pursued his own high path 
in art. His father, who hved till 1822, probably continued to assist him 
with money, yet in his twenty-fifth year, and after producing so 
many fine works, he must have bitterly felt, gentle as he was in spirit, 
that he was neglected— his talent without reward. Haydon says: 
‘Hilton, my feUow-student, had been successful in sellmg his “Mary 
Anointing the Feet ofjesus**, in the British Gallery, for 500 guineas, 
which saved him from ruin. I told him he was a lucky fellow, for I 
was just on the brink of ruin. “How?** said he. I explained my cir- 
cumstances, and he immediately offered me a large sum to assist me. 
This was indeed generous. I accepted only but his noble offer 
endeared him to me for the rest of his life. A more amiable creature 
never lived, nor a kinder heart; but there was an intellectual and 
physical weakness in everything he did.* In 1825 Hilton painted his 
fine work, ‘Christ Crowned with Thorns*. This picture was also 
purchased by the directors of die British Institution for 1,000 guineas, 
and was presented by them to the new church of St. Peter, Eaton 
Square. It has now been bought by the Royal Academy with the 
money left by the Chantrey Fund. 
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It is a pity that, of one so talented and so well known to a generation 
of students — to whom we ourselves are indebted for so much fnendly 
teaching — so few facts have been recorded. In his earHer career, his 
quiet, homely habits, added to his weak health, kept him from society; 
and he was by nature opposed to all that brought him into personal 
notice: he gave the public his works; but he avoided the notoriety 
which his talents would have gained him. In i8i8 he visited Italy, and 
was at Rome with liis friend Thomas Phillips, R. A. He was elected in 
1813 an associate of the Royal Academy, and in 1820 a full member. 
In 1827 he was appointed the keeper of the Academy, an office for 
which he was specially qualified; and in the following year he 
married. In 1835 he had ffie misfortune to lose his wife. Her loss, 
which to a man of his habits was a severe affliction, aggravated an 
asthma, from which he had some time suffered; naturally silent and 
pensive, he gave way to great depression, and never altogether 
rallied. He died 30 December 1839, in his 54th year, of disease of 
the heart, and was buried in the churchyard of the Savoy chapel; 
where his sister — the widow of his true friend, Peter De Wint — ^has 
placed a font to his memory. 

On his death, several of his finest works remained unsold. "His 
‘Christ Delivering Peter’, conceived in the same spirit as Raphael’s 
well-known work in the Vatican, was painted during his keepership, 
and having tempted no purchaser, usually hung in the Lecture 
Theatre. As students, we recollect it fresh and beautiful, the face of the 
angel finely conceived and grand in style. Alas I When we again saw 
It at the International Exhibition of 1862 it was a mere wreck; the 
face seemed to have been entirely repainted; it looked shrunk and 
weazened, and the other parts of the picture were either corrugated, 
or gaping in wide ghstening fissures. How much truly has the brown 
school to answer for: how many fine pictures has it brought to utter 
ruin! Hilton s art was chilled by neglect, and never fully developed. He 
was a man of more talent than genius, and not inclined to depart from 
precedent; but his reputation will be maintained if his works endure. 

We have regretted the absence of information necessary to do 
justice to our notice of Hilton; but we have no cause for such remark 
with regard to Benjamin Robert Haydon, who left behind him an 
autobiography and a mass of journalism, extending to the last hour 
of his fitful life, which have been published xmder the careful editor- 
ship of Mr. Tom Taylor. He was bom at Plymouth, 26 January 
1786, and was the son of a bookseller there who claimed a descent 
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&om an old Devonshire family. Having gained a little knowledge of 
Latin and Greek, and made some attempts at drawing, he was ap- 
prenticed to his father’s trade; but of unsettled habits, and preferring 
art to bookselling, he determined, in spite of the entreaties of h^ 
parents, that ‘he must be a painter’. He started for London in May 
1804, with ^^20 m his pocket, and set himself closely to his studies. He 
was by nature obstinately self-willed and self-rehant. He had already 
made anatomy his study, and with the most exaggerated opinion of 
his own powers he aimed at the highest style in art. He brought with 
him an mtroduction to his townsman Northcote, who cynically said 
to him: ‘Heestorical peinter! why yee’U starve, with a bunie of 
straw under your head’. But he was neither discouraged nor de- 
pressed, by an opinion which after-experience proved too painfully 
near the truth. In 1805, he was admitted a student of the Royal 
Academy. In the following year, at the age of twenty-one, he pom- 
pously records his commencement: ‘Ordered the canvas for my first 
picture (6 ft. by 4 ft.) of “Joseph and Mary resting on the road to 
JEgypt”, and on i October 1806, setting my palette, and t akin g 
brush m hand, I knelt down and prayed to God to bless my career, to 
grant me energy to create a new era in art, and to rouse the people 
and patrons to ajust estimate of the moral value ofhistorical painting*. 
Then, rising vrith calm gratitude, he tells how ‘looking fearlessly at 
his unblemished canvas, in a species of spasmodic fury, he dashed 
down the first touch’. 

On the exhibition of his picture he went back to Plymouth for a 
season ‘and painted his friends at fifteen guineas a head, a good price, 
at which he soon got full employment’; and he candidly adds, 
‘execrable as my portraits were (I sincerely trust that not many 
survive), I rapidly accumulated money; not probably because my 
efforts were thought successful, even by my sitters, but more because 
my friends wished to give me a life, and thought that so much 
enthusiasm deserved encouragement*. This practice, however, he 
says, advanced him and gave him confidence, and he recommends it 
to the young history painter. On his return to town he began his 
‘Dentatus’, a commission from Lord Mulgrave; and after teUing us 
that he was puzzled to death to reconcile the antique forms with his 
anatomical knowledge m his conception of this figure, he by chance 
accompanied his friend Wilkie, who had obtained an order to see 
the Pl giu marbles. In a fit of vain enthusiasm, he finds that he has 
been pursuing the true Grecian road, and exclaims, ‘Here were the 
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principles which the common sense of the English people would 
understand; here were the principles which I struggled for in my first 
picture with timidity and apprehension; here were the principles 
which the great Greeks in their finest time established; and here 
was I, the most prominent historical student, perfecdy qualified to 
appreciate all this by my own determined mode of study’. And then 
he tells us, ‘I drew at the marbles ten, fourteen, and fifteen hours at a 
time, holding a candle and my board in one hand and drawing with 
the other; and so I should have stayed till the morning, had not the 
sleepy porter come yawning in, to tell me it was twelve o’clock; and 
then I have often gone home cold, benumbed and damp, my clothes 
steaming up as I dried them; and so spreading my drawings on the 
groxmd, I have drank my tea at one o’clock in the morning with 
ecstasy, as its warmth trickled through my frame, and looked at my 
picture, and dwelt on my drawings, and pondered on the changes of 
empires, and thought that I had been contemplating what Socrates 
looked at and Plato saw; and then lifted up with my own high 
urgings of soul, I have prayed God to enlighten my mind to discover 
the principles of those divine things, and then I have had inward 
assurances of future glory, and almost fancying divine influence in 
my room, have hngered to my mattress bed, and soon dozed into a 
rich balmy slumber’. 

Haydon’s bane was his inordinate, insupportable vanity. Lord 
Mulgrave, who had given him a commission for the ‘Dentatus*, was 
courteous to him, and invited him firequendy to his table; but this was 
too much for his weak head. He says he talked more grandly to his 
artist friends (and we may be sure he did, as he owns it), and that he 
did not relish the society of the middle-classes; then he tells us — ‘My 
room began to fill with people of rank and fashion, and very often 
I was unable to paint, and did nothing but talk and explain. They all, 
however, left town at Christmas, and I worked away very hard, and 
got on well, so that when they returned I was still the object of 
wonder; and they continually came to see that extraordinary picture 
by a young man who never had the advantages of foreign travel. 
Wilkie was for the time forgotten. At table 1 was looked at, selected 
for opinions, and alluded to constantly. “We look to you, Mr. 
Haydon”, said a lady of the highest rank, “to revive the art.” I 
bowed my humble acknowledgments, and then a discussion would 
take place upon the merit and fiery fury of ‘Dentatus’; then all 
agreed that it was a fine subject, and then Lord Mulgrave would 
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claim the praise of the selection. Then people would whisper, he has 
himself an antique head, and then they woxild look, and some one 
would differ. Then the noise the picture would make when it was 
out: then Sir George (Beaumont) would say that he had always 
said that a great historical painter would arise, and that I was he.’ 

All this, the poor misguided painter says, he ‘believed as gospel 
truth*. He believed that the production of his picture ‘must be 
considered as an epoch in English art’, and when it proved a failure 
he laid the blame on the Academy. 

In 1810 he began a third picture— ‘Lady Macbeth’, a commission 
given to him some time previously by Sir George Beaumont, who 
wished to befriend him; yet he managed to pick a quarrel with Sir 
George, and to be sadly, we think, in the wrong. He was in debt and 
desperate. His father would help him no further, and, ‘exasperated 
by the neglect of my family (we use his own words), tormented by 
the consciousness of debt, cut to the heart by the cruelty of Sir George, 
fearful of the severity of my landlord, and enraged at the insults of 
the Academy, I became furious. An attack upon the Academy and 
its abominations darted into my head. From this moment the destiny 
of my life may be said to have changed.’ 

In this crooked state of mind he began his large picture, ‘The 
Judgement of Solomon’, while livmg in a small confined room, using 
his blankets or his table-cloth for drapery — ^suffenng firom sickness 
aggravated by dreadful necessities; painting, as he tells us, on one 
occasion till three o’clock in the mommg firom ten the morning before, 
he continued his work, alternating sorrows and suffering with intense 
enjoyments. But, ‘after the most dreadful application, influenced by 
an enthusiasm, stimulated by despair almost to delirium, living for a 
fortnight upon potatoes because he would not cloud his mind with 
the fumes of indigestion, he broke down.’ His eyesight failed, and 
while he was in this sad state, his picture began to make a noise, and 
‘West called and was affected to tears at the mother’, and though 
his income from the Kmg had just been stopped, he generously sent 
Haydon a cheque for ;£i5. 

When his ‘ Solomon’ was finished he sent it, not to the Academy, 
but to the Water-colour Exhibition at Spring Gardens, which then 
admitted oil paintings; and a prominent centre place was given to the 
work. He was fortunate. He sold it for 600 gumeas, and the British 
Institution awarded it a premium of 100 guineas. He was raised from 
the depths of his despair, was at once in the clouds, and again became 
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the fashion. With some money in his pocket he started off to Paris 
with Wilkie, and enjoyed himself, seeing and commenting upon the 
great collection of works which then temporarily crowed the 
Louvre. But returning home, he soon after says in his journal that 
‘not a single commission, large or small*, followed his success. 

He had, before his journey to Paris, begun his ‘Christ*s Entry into 
Jerusalem*. On his return, by paroxysms of apphcation, and long 
occasional fasting, his health became deranged, his eyes suffered, and 
he was unable to work; still in i8i6 he continued to labour upon the 
‘Jerusalem*, and in the following year he was engaged on the same 
great work; and again sufferiug in health, but assisted by a friend, he 
was enabled to remove to a healthy house, with a handsome studio, 
at Lisson Grove. Here he was visited by beauty and fashion; and for 
a time, short indeed, basked in the rays of an illusive prosperity. 

Haydon’s art, his whole existence in fact, was illusory. He thought 
his talents should make him the pensioner of the State; and when 
advised to paint smaller and more saleable works, he said, ‘All my 
friends are advising me what to do, instead of advising the Govern- 
ment what to do for me*. 

In 1820, the ‘Jerusalem* was completed, and was exhibited at the 
Egyptian Hall, Piccadilly, and we have again this shout of triumphant 
success. Money he admits, too, came pouring in, and he kept paying 
off debts; but not fast enough, for his success brought a multitude of 
claims, though he received no less than 5(^1,760 in the season. En- 
couraged by this, he married, in 1821, a widow lady, to whom he had 
been for several years attached. His picture did not, however, find a 
purchaser, and a subscription, set on foot to present it to the church, 
failed. Subsequently m 1831 it was purchased for only ^240, and sent 
to America. (Now in St. Mary*s Seminary, Norwood, Ohio.) 

He had, on the completion of the ‘Jerusalem*, immediately begun 
another great work, on a canvas 19 feet long by 15 feet high. His 
subject was — ‘The Raising of Lazarus*. (Tate Gallery.) 

The first impression of the picture is imposing; the general effect 
powerful and well suited to the subject; the incidents and groupmg 
well conceived; the colouring good, and in parts brilliant. Then the 
mind, at once fixing upon the chief figure, feels unsatisfied with the 
Christ. The head is in direct profile and heavy, the eye sleepy and 
wanting in due expression, and the attempt at calm dignity results 
in inanition. The drapery is clumsy and loaded upon the right arm 
and shoulder. The hands are good and are well painted; but the feet, 
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though also well drawn, seem hardly juited in action to the poise of 
the figure. The head of the Lazarus is finely conceived and painted; 
the mouth and general expression of the muscles of the face still 
retain ihe rigidity of death, but the eyes, wide open and fixed upon 
the Saviour, are filled with an expressive gaze of wonder. When 
beginning this head, the painter tells us he was arrested, and that with 
his mind struggling to regain its power he set to work, and scrawling 
about with his brush, he gave an expression to the eye of Lazarus. 

‘I instandy got interested’, he adds, ‘and before two I had put it in. 
My pupil, WiUiam Bewick, sat for it, and, as he had not sold his 
exquisite picture of “Jacob ”, looked quite thin, and anxious enough 
for such a head’. The Martha is certainly finely conceived; the face, 
almost colourless from emotion, is well and brilliantly painted, the 
feeling of sorrowing resignation beautiful; the whole action of the 
figure expressive of quiet, subdued grief The Mary is comparatively 
a failure. The St. John is rather extravagant, both in action and 
expression. The father and mother are good in expression and action, 
particularly the mother, for whom his washerwoman served as a 
model. The two Jews are contemptuously expressive without loss of 
dignity, and the group, including St. Peter, piled upon the cemetery 
wall, is well conceived — the action and expression good, and the 
colour and general effect brilliant. 

The ‘Lazarus’ comprises twenty figures, on a scale of about nine 
feet high; the composition is natural and original. Each figure has 
its appropriate action and place in the great story. Some parts possess 
high merits, and very painter-like qualities, with a peculiar luminous 
biShancy of flesh colour unknown in the English school since 
Reynolds. Can we wonder that there are inequahties in this great 
work when we see the painter hurried on by his necessities — ^the 
enthusiasm and thought of today damped and obliterated by the 
trials of the morrow. In March 1823, his picture was exhibited, and 
he records, ‘It has made the greatest impression. No picture I ever 
painted has been so universally approved of’ But the money taken 
for admission would hardly stop gaps from day to day. Haydon was 
arrested and thrown into prison, and his picture sold for £^ 00 , 

On his release from the King’s Bench Prison, Haydon tried portrait 
painting, but notwithstanding all his efforts he was reduced almost to 
actual want. 

In 1826 he finished his ‘Venus Appearing to Anchises’, a com- 
missioti; and after some scruples sent it to the Academy for exhibition. 
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He notes that this gave much satisfaction; that he wished to be 
reconciled to the profession; and that with a stubborn heart he called 
upon the members to make peace, and was well received by all. He 
then began ‘Alexander Taming Bucephalus', and in the following 
year his ‘Eucles* — ^both commissions ^ — and was again thrown into 
prison for debt. He appealed to the public through the newspapers, 
and a public meeting was called and subscriptions were raised to 
restore him to his art and to his family. After painting small subjects 
and portraits for daily bread Haydon grew apathetic till his hopes 
were raised by the King’s buying his ‘Mock Election*^. Nevertheless 
in 1830 he was again arrested. He had commenced, while surrounded 
by distress, a large subject — ^his ‘Xenophon’, and on his release 
began it on a smaller canvas; but he was without means, the butcher 
impudent, the tradesmen all insulting, when Sir Robert Peel gave 
him a commission for ‘ Napoleon’, but having named what he should 
think a hberal price, he offended the minister by expressing 
dissatisfaction on bemg paid the sum he named. 

Stirring pohtical times now arrived. Haydon was much excited by 
the reform agitation, and under this influence painted ‘Waiting for 
the Times*, which is well known by the mezzotint engraving. In 
1832, encouraged by Earl Grey, he began a sketch for the Reform 
Banquet, for which his lordship afterwards gave him a commission 
for 500 guineas. During the greater part of that and of the following 
year he was busily engaged with all the great men of the Reform 
party, paititing their portraits into his picture and journalizing their 
gossip. He was happy over his work, ‘a more delightful work an 
artist never had’, when in the midst of all he was arrested, but was 
soon released by his generous friends. His painting contained ninety- 
seven heads, all portraits. When finished he exhibited it, but the 
exhibition did not pay. He was again in diffculties and was again 
assisted by his friends; the Duke of Sutherland giving him a com- 
mission to complete his sketch of Cassandra. 

His troubles seem to have culminated in 1835. ‘The agony of my 
distresses (he says) is really dreadful; for this year I have principally 
supported myself by the help of my landlord, and by pawning every- 
thing of any value I have left, until at last it has come to my clothing: 
a thing, in all my wants, I never did before.’ In 1836 he was pro- 
minent before the committee of the House of Commons on the con- 
stitution of the Royal Academy, -of which body he was again a bitter 
‘ ' ’^'Both^stiU at Petworth. . 2 Buckingham Palace. 
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Opponent; and about the same time he began his career as a public 
lecturer. 

State employment had bten the dream of Haydon’s life: he had for 
years persistendy teased every ISdinister who would listen to him. 
When therefore the opportunity arrived, and a Royal Commission 
was issued to carry out the decoration of the New Houses of Parlia- 
ment — ^which he claimed as his own suggestion — ^he was greatly 
excited; and in 1842 he eagerly, but not without some misgivings, 
entered into the cartoon competition. But great trials and troubles 
followed; his competition was unsuccessful; the object for which he 
had all his life contended so ardendy was missed; his powers had failed, 
a Kfe of contention and trouble had at last its unvarying result. 

Meanwhile he was painting for his daily bread; he may be said to 
have almost lived upon his ‘Napoleon at St. Helena*, which he 
repeated over and over again; also ‘Napoleon in his Bedroom*; 
‘Meditating at Marengo*; ‘In Egypt*; ‘Musing at the Pyramids*; and 
we know not in how many other moods. In 1844 he notes, *I have 
painted nineteen Napoleons, thirteen of them ‘At Saint Helena’; 
and he adds, ‘By heavens! how many morel* 

He had struggles through appalling difficulties. He had known 
troubles of every complexion; but hitiierto his vanity had been in- 
vulnerable and had sustained him. He was now deeply wounded in 
spirit; young men were selected for the work which he had made the 
ambition of his life, and he was contemptuously passed by. Involved 
in debt, mortified and depressed, he yet began another picture, ‘Alfred 
and the Jury *. But the struggles had become too hard; ‘he sat staring 
at his picture like an idiot, his brain pressed down by anxiety’: and 
so his mind gave way; and, without warning, on 22 June 1846, he 
made this sad entry in his journal: ‘God forgive me! Amen. Finis. 
B. R. Haydon. “Stretch me no longer on the rack of this rough 
world.” — ^L ear.* And then he died by his own hand. 

There can be no doubt of Haydon’s true love of his art; it was his 
ruling passion. He followed it with a fitful enthusiasm, unchiUed by 
the most severe trials; which it would be difficult to say were not, in 
their excitement, an essential stimulant to his progress and suited to 
his irritable nature. It may be doubted if under more tranquil con- 
ditions he would have done more. He seemed at times to begin his 
pictures without any plan or forethought, and to begin painting in 
the fervour of his first conception, without even drawing in; how, 
then, can it be wondered that the gross faults they exhibit were often 
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very severely commented, on? He was a good anatomist and draughts- 
man; his colour was effective, his treatment of his subject and hi? 
conception original and powerful; but his ^orks have a hurried and 
incomplete look, his finish is coarse, sometimes woolly, and is not 
free from vulgarity. 

William Etty, R,A., was another man of mark in the British 
school, who formed a style of his own, which, amidst much dis- 
couragement in the beginning of his career, he persevered in until he 
arrived at great excellence; introducing a class of subjects which had 
hitherto been but Htde attempted, or attempted very imperfecdy by 
our native painters. In one view of his labours he cannot be said 
to have gready influenced the school, since he had but one or two 
followers, and these did not inherit their master’s talent; thus the 
apparent result of his work has not been large. Yet his influence on 
the students of his time was really great; as must be that of every 
earnest and patient labourer who really loves his work and is able 
to attain mastery in it. 

Etty was bom on lo March 1787, at York, where his father was 
a baker, and also owned a mill. He demonstrated his love for art 
very early by defacmg every plain surface. His schoolmg was short, 
and he mastered Htde more than reading and writing; but he was 
piously taught by his parents, who were Methodists. As a boy he was 
of a reserved and shy, yet affectionate, disposition. In 1798, when in 
his twelfth year only, he was apprenticed to a printer at Hull, and not- 
withstanding hard work during long hours, he managed to nourish 
his love of drawing, conscientiously drudging on during seven years, 
without giving up the hope of becoming a painter. Then, his printer’s 
work done, an uncle who had setded in London invited him to tovm, 
and assisted him in the study he had so zealously commenced. We 
know, for he was proud to tell us, that his labours during his appren- 
ticeship made future work Hght for him, and that his late beginning 
in art only stimulated him to make up for lost time. In 1807, when in 
his twentieth year, he was admitted a student in the Royal Academy. 
He was firom the beginning one of the most constant in attending 
the schools, and when he passed from the antique into the Hfe school, 
he became wholly absorbed in the study of the nude, and permanently 
formed his style as a flesh painter; for when he had arrived at a 
proficiency in the study of the figure that qualified him for admission 
to paint from the life, he took with avidity to the use of the brush 
and ever after painted his studies; thus he gained a power over the 
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imitation of flesh, both as to colour and texture, beyond that of any 
other artist of our school. 

Traditionally, his progress was slow — so much so that his fellow- 
students were rather inclined to say ‘Poor EttyP and to thinb that 
he had mistaken his vocation, but his self-confidence never flagged: 
he went perseveringly onward in the course he had prescribed to 
himself, and attained such facility and perfection by his persistence, 
that as new students surrounded him they began to regard him with 
veneration, and his studies with great admiration; and, so far as the 
laws allowed, to imitate his practice. Always among them, and every 
night during the school sessions, seated with them at their studies, 
gathering firequendy a htde party at his home in Buckingham Street 
to drink tea and to chat over art matters, it is no wonder that his 
talents and his habits made him a great favourite, and a model for 
imitation. His first inclination was to paint landscape: he then tried 
the heroic. In the uncertainty of his aim, he was attracted by the 
works of Lawrence, and in 1808 became his pupil, by the liberal 
help of his uncle. His first attempt did not meet widi encouragement 
He was an unsuccessful competitor for the Royal Academy medals. 
His works sent for exhibition were returned to him, and it was not 
till 1 81 1 that he gamed a place on the walls of the Exhibition. 

Etty’s brush in some degree supplanted the crayon, and a great 
facility in its use became the characteristic of the painters who imme- 
diately succeeded Etty. Some of the older members were inclined to 
disagree with this mode of study, and when, on his election as a 
member, Etty still continued to fiequent the schools as usual, they 
thought it, to say the least, irregular. But his habits were too con- 
firmed to change, even if he had not been thoroughly convinced of 
the value of the practice. Hence, almost to the end of his life, he was 
as constant in attendance as in the days of his studentship. In his 
studies in the schools he seemed to play rather than to labour, so 
easy was his brush, and such beautiful colour seemed to flowfiomit, as 
if accidentally. This is visible m his studies merely commenced and 
laid in, as well as in those he had most completed. His practice was 
very simple. He usually drew m his figure with white chalk or char- 
coal, on a raw millboard, which he then inked in and took home to 
prepare by merely rubbing size over it. The next evening in die school, 
he dead-coloured his study in the broadest and simplest manner, taking 
great care to mark m the relief of the figure firom the ground at those 
points where it was visible in nature, by a close appreciation of the 
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light and dark of the contrast; and these points he constandy kept m 
view, and renewed as he proceeded, only rubbing them over with 
some general uniting tint to form the background when the-study was 
completed. These contrasts of dark upon light and light upon dark, or 
of £esh upon colour, of such value for rehef and about which he was 
so careful, are stiU to be seen in most good studies from his hand; 
although it is to be regretted that few remain in an entirely genuine 
state — ^many having been altered and completed jpictoriallyl for the 
dealers, by painters who lent themselves to such a practice. 

He proceeded to jSnish his studies by passing over the dead colour 
a glaze of some brown pigment (asphaltum in the early days, latterly 
we think bone brown), dashing in dexterously bold touches of lake 
in parts — ^in parts, ultramarine for greys, and then painting his white, 
slightly charged vtith Indian red, mto the glaze; often with his 
scrubbing brush (he loved an old and well-worn hog-tool) drawing 
in touches of pme madder here and there in the finishing, producing 
great brilliancy of effect in his studies; and by his dexterous execution, 
preserving a nicety of tone, beautiful pure tints, and very tender 
gradations. This is written from remembrance of his manner of 
working. In his own words, as given in his life by Gilchrist, vol. i, 
p. 58, it is a litde different, yet substantially the same. He writes thus: 
‘Resolution. First night, correctly draw and outline the figure only. 
Second night, carefully pamt in the figure with black and white and 
Indian red, for instance. The next, having secured with copal, glaze, 
and then scumble m the bloom. Glaze into shadows, and touch on the 
lights carefully — and it is done.’ By his rapid execution he kept his 
colour pure and unmuddled, never teazing the tints; and from 
painting so constantly by gasHght, he became accustomed to great 
breadth of light and shade. 

The subjects which he adopted were of a voluptuous character, and 
arose somewhat out of the nature of his studies, varied by his love of 
poetry, fairy, and classic lore: such as ‘Perseus and Andromeda’, 
‘Hero and Leander’, the ‘Syrens’, etc., mostly chosen with a view 
to the introduction of the nude. Even when his theme was from 
history, the same feeling prevailed: as in the ‘Cleopatra,’ ‘The Storm’ 
firom the Psalms, and ‘The Eve of the Deluge’. Such he delighted to 
paint. Above aU, he delighted m the beauty of women. He was used 
to say that, ‘ as all human beauty was concentrated in woman, he 
would dedicate himself to paintmg her’. His first picture exliibited 
at the Royal Academy in 1811 was ‘ Antiope Rescued by Telemachus 
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from the Wild Boar’. Plis first which gaihed him reputation was 
‘Cleopatra Sailing Down, the Cydnus’, now in the possession of 
Lord Taunton; and to which Leslie refers when he says, ‘One morn- 
ing he woke famous, after the opening of the exhibition’. This 
was in the spring of 1821, when this picture was given to the world. 
From painting direct from nature Etty was apt to introduce some of 
the false individualities of common life, and the bad proportions of 
his models; but there was always a superadded grace and style even 
in their faultiness. The ‘Cleopatra’ is traditionally said to have been 
painted with a large addition of wax to the medium, and has suffered 
much since it was first executed. Nevertheless, even now the flesh 
painting ma intains as happy a medium between the silvery hue and 
the rosy as it is possible to achieve. 

But Etty was not content to remain a painter of cabmet-sized 
pictures. He possessed a strong feeling for the heroic, and early set 
himself a great task — that of painting a series of pictures of heroic 
subjects, with figures the size of life. Two years after his fame was 
initiated by the exhibition of the ‘ Cleopatra’, the presidait, Lawrence, 
bought his ‘Pandora Crowned by the Seasons’, a work which con- 
fijmied his talent, and won his admission to the assoaateship of the 
Royal Academy; and now he determined to begin what he had for 
some time contemplated — the large works by which he hoped to 
win still higher fame. He commenced with ‘The Combat-Woman 
Pleading for the Vanquished’. The subject represents two combatants 
just at the crisis of their struggle. The younger is wounded and is 
forced on to his knees, his broken sword at his feet, his long hair in 
the grasp of his terrible adversary, who is about to give him the 
death-stroke. A woman, rushing forward, throws herself at the feet of 
the victor; clasping him, in the energy of her appeal for mercy — ^by 
voice, by look, by action — she restrains him from vengeance. 

Here are all the materials for a noble picture, and finely has the 
painter availed himself of them. The forms are heroic; the drawing 
is grand and large; there is not the shghtest appearance of mere posed 
models; there is no pause in the action; the muscles are in full play, 
starting with the energy of the strife. The modelling and painting of 
the flesh are very fine, and place Etty high as a colourist in a school 
which is at least a school of colour. In this picture he was the inventor, 
as well as the painter, of his story. 

In the next of this series of heroic works, Etty took his subject from 
the Scriptures, and treated it with great originality, and in a manner 
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unlike that of any of his predecessors in art. To show that he was 
prepared to meet difficulties, he chose a continuous action — a drama 
as it were, in three acts, and requiring three separate canvases to give 
its beginning, middle, and end. The theme he chose was the dehvery 
of the Jewish people from the armies of Holofemes by the hand of 
Judith. There is fine drawing and grand action m the figures of these 
pictures, although they are more especially pictures of colour. 

It must be remembered that Etty pamted these great works without 
a commission, and with small hopes of a purchaser. John Martin, the 
painter, himself not troubled with wealth, bought the ‘Combat*, it 
is said, for ^ 200 ,^ a sum small in those days — ^ridiculous though it 
seemed later in the century, when one of Etty*s cabinet pictures, 
‘Perseus and Andromeda’, has realized ;£i,500; but it was highly to 
Martin’s honour to have appreciated his brother painter’s talent, 
when the rich and the tided overlooked it; and it is a great satisfac- 
tion that this, with the other noble pictures we have mentioned, has 
found a fitting resting-place in the Royal Scottish Academy. 

It cannot be said, however, that Etty’s talents, and the beauties so 
visible in his works, nor even their fine colour (a quality that, as 
seizing the eye, is more readily appreciated by the umnstructed than 
those which appeal to the mind) won the painter present fame or 
profit. There were other causes besides a want of perception of their 
merits that prevented his pictures firom being sought after by the 
pubhc. Though himself a particularly pure-minded man, with a most 
chivalrous respect for women, it must be allowed that many of his 
pictures were of a very voluptuous character, and clashed with the 
somewhat prudish temper of the age. There has always been a 
stronger objection to the nude figures of tie painter than to the more 
tangible works of tie sculptor; this had to be slowly overcome. It 
was difficult to tolerate such works from a living artist, in pictures m 
their first glow of beauty and freshness — unspoiled with age and 
fiddle-brown varnish; so that those who saw no objection to cover 
their walls with such subjects as ‘Lot and his Daughters’, ‘David 
and Bathsheba’, or ‘Joseph and die Wife of Potiphar’ if reputed 
to be from the hand of a Guido or a Caracci, could not tolerate 
the nude from a native painter, even when the subject itself was 
unobjectionable. 

^ The story of Martin’s purchase is a comedy. Seeing the painting in Etty’s 
studio, Martin said he would buy it if it was unsold at the Academy, and was 
shocked to discover that he had to keep his word. 
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Though a great student of nature, Etty’s imitation was ever general 
rather than individual: perhaps no one painted flesh more largely 
from the living model than he did; but how unlike it is to the micro- 
scopic detail of the works of Denner, or to the ivory smoothness of 
those of Vanderwerf- His landscape, although but an accessory and 
background to his groups, is treated with the same largeness of 
imitation; no details are there, but the happiest rendering is given of 
the general colour or tone of nature, in true accord with the feeling of 
the subject. When his collected works, 130 in number, were exhibited 
in his honour at the Society of Arts, in June 1849, he came up to 
London to be present at the exhibition, and was much moved by the 
congratulations of his friends. In answer to our inquiries, he then 
pointed to his ‘Hero and Leander’, as his favourite and best work. 

Early in his career Etty paid a short visit to Italy. In 1816, assisted 
by his brother, he set out on a long-contemplated journey to see the 
Continental schools. In 1822 he paid a more lengthened visit, and 
during his eighteen months* stay, saw Rome, Florence, Naples, and 
Venice, and copied some of the great works of the Italian school, 
particularly the Venetian. In 1824, he was elected an associate of the 
Royal Academy, and in 1828 a full member: and he then began the 
series of large pictures we have mentioned. From 1826 to 1848 he 
hved in Buckingham Street, Adelphi. Then, his health failing, he 
retired to bis own city of York, to which he was fondly attached; and 
there he died, 13 November 1849, and was buried in a quiet comer 
of the churchyard of St, Olave, almost within the shadow of the old 
Cathedral he loved so well. 

In person Etty was short and thick-set, with somewhat massive 
features, deeply scarred with small-pox; he had a face expressive of 
great benevolence, and a head large — disproportionately large indeed 
— ^but tending to a look of power. Slow in speech and slow and mea- 
sured in action, both rather increasing in late years from an asthmatic 
affection; he had a kindly and gentle nature, and an extreme simpheity 
of character. Such is our recollection of Etty, and we are told further 
that his tender nature was shown by his repeatedly f alling in love 
with one fair object after another; which we can well believe, though 
he was in his habits decidedly a bachelor, and he died unmarried. 
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GENRE PAINTING 

In the English school, genre pictures may be said to take their rise 
fiom Hogardi, whose works were of cabinet size, and of a dramatic 
rather than historic tendency. After his death, although small pictures 
were occasionally painted by Johann Zoffany, Wilham Hamilton, 
William Peters, and others, yet the general efforts of our figure 
painters, stimulated by the example of James Barry, Benjamin West, 
and J. S. Copley, were for a time directed to works of the scale of 
life, and to subjects of a religious or historic character, rather than 
to those domestic and familiar inadents from home life and the 
affections which in France have obtained the name of Tableaux de 
Genre, and which we, from want of a better, ‘have hitlierto consented 
to call by the same name. It was, however, soon apparent that our 
countrymen cared little for battle pieces; nor were they desirous of 
seeing the sacred subjects of their creed surroundmg them in their 
everyday life. In England the churches are not open to tlie painter’s 
art, and the burgesses and aldermen of our provincial towns were little 
likely to forgo the pleasures of the table at the guild and corporation 
feasts, that the walls of the guild-halls might be decorated at the ex- 
pense of their good cheer. Hence the zeal for producing works of 
heroic size could not be expected to endure, since, even were he dis- 
posed to forgo the due reward of his labours, the artist could find no 
place to display them. It was soon found that pictures to suit the Eng- 
lish taste must be pictures to live by; pictures to hang on the walls of 
that home in which the Englishman spends more of his time than do 
the men of other nations, and loves to see cheerful and decorative. 
His rooms are comparatively small, and he cannot spare much wall- 
space for a single picture. His eye, too, must be pleased before his 
mind, and colour is to him one of the first sources of gratification. 

No doubt our school suffered somewhat by this change from 
heroic and religious to familiar art— suffered in the grandeur of its 
attempts at least, more especially in the estimation of Continental 
nations — and really suffered by adopting too generally subjects of a 
somewhat tame and familiar class, to the exclusion of the ideal and 
the poetical. It gained, however, in care, in refinement of execution, 
in attention to the completion of the parts and m the perfection of the 
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work as a whole. We find that soon after the beginning of the present 
century, several painters almost simultaneously rose into notice, 
whose works had at least a common likeness, m that they were of 
cabinet size and bore somewhat the same relation to historic art that 
the tale or the novel does to history. It is our intention to take three 
of these painters who held the highest place in public estimation, and 
from their practice to illustrate the new direction which art took in 
their hands. 

It is noteworthy that these three artists, whom all will admit to 
have attained the highest eminence in this class of art, should at the 
same time represent the three sections of our countrymen; that in 
Wilkie, Scotland, in Mulready, Ireland, and in Leslie, England, have 
reason to be proud of men who have left behind them pictures so 
varied in manner, so origmal m treatment, and so characteristic of 
British art as to be whoEy different from those of any other country. 
It wEl enable us to develop the progress of art of this class if, in the first 
instance, our attention is confined to the works of these three repre- 
sentative men; afterwards noticing those of their companions and 
feUow labourers in the same walk who were their contemporaries 
or successors. 

DaviJ Wilkie y the Scottish representative of the branch of art we are 
now entering upon, was the oldest of the three painters whom we 
have included in this chapter. He was bom on 18 November 1785, 
at Cults, in the county of Fife, of which place his father, also 
named David, was at that time the minister. The painter was his 
third son. The minister, it seems, if his own assertion may be accepted, 
married for his first wife a lady of great beauty; for he enters m his 
diary of 18 October 1776, ‘Was this day married to one of the 
most beautiful women of Fife*. He lost her in the short space of five 
months, and shordy after married a far away cousin; perhaps from 
gratitude, since through her father’s influence he had received his caU 
to Cults. She, too, was shordy taken from him; and for a third wife 
the minister took the notable daughter of a neighbouring miEer of 
the vElage of Pidassie, of whom the painter was the third cluld. 

It may be presumed that, widi an increasing famfly and the smaE 
stipend of a minister of the Scottish Church of that day, the young 
David would be brought up with the strictest frugality. A few acres of 
glebe and a stipend of ;£ioo a year must be caiefuEy laid out to secure 
necessaries, let alone luxuries; and much of the artist’s finigality of 
disposition, many of his acquisitive habits must have been owing to 
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the teachings of his early hfe — this acquisitiveness, be it noted, was 
of the best kind, since it led him to gather at all times every sort of 
material for his art, and to acquire art-knowledge as well as riches. As 
with all other painters, we hear of Wilkie’s precociousness; that he 
drew before he wrote, which most children do, and that ere his 
seventh year, when he was sent to the village school of Pitlassie, he 
surprised his parents by chalking a head on the floor, and by drawing 
on the walls. While at Pitlassie school he improved in the use of his 
pencil if he gained little else, and when over-taxed by his school- 
fellows with demands for sketches and portraits, he cannily turned 
his skill to small profit by demanding slate-pencils, marbles, pens, 
etc., in return. 

As he advanced in boyhood, we are told by his biographer that he 
was a great observer of workmen and tlieir habits and actions; even 
gaining skill in some handicrafts. This talent of observation will be 
more especially spoken of when we note his pictures; it is one that 
indicates the true painter more than all the scribbhngs on the margins 
of books, or even the portrait-sketches of his schoolfellows; on which 
much stress is laid, but which is common more or less to all boys. 

In Fife, beyond a portrait or two by Sir Joshua, there were no 
pictures to inspire the prospective painter, and although he was occa- 
sionally thrown mto the company of David Martin, yet that artist 
died before Wilkie was twelve years old. As the lad grew in years 
his love of art increased, and the minister soon felt that his son was 
set upon being a painter. This choice was hardly one that could be 
pleasing to the Presbyterian clergyman, who would doubdess con- 
sider art as one of ‘the lusts of the eye’; nor was it more agreeable to 
the lad’s maternal grandfather, for the miller and elder had set his 
heart upon litde David’s becoming a minister hke his father: still, 
when the parents of the lad saw that his bent was decidedly for art, 
they cast about for the best means of cultivating his talents, and after 
some hesitation upon the part of the secretary, who doubted the lad’s 
fitness, he was admitted into the Trustees’ Academy at Edinburgh, 
and studied there under John Graham, m company wdth William, 
afterwards Sir Wilham, Allan, John Burnet, and Alexander Fraser. 
Wilkie himself confirmed this doubt, for adverting to his having 
obtained an entrance to the school with dijfficulty and chiefly through 
the influence of the Earl of Leven, he says, ‘I for one can allow no ill 
to be said of patronage; patronage made me what I am, for it is 
plain that merit had no hand in my admission’. When admitted, 
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however, the young artist was a most diligent student, readily appre- 
hending the character and sentiment of what he was at work upon. 
He speedily sent home to his parents some specimens of his studies 
from the antique; which, alas! were Greek indeed to the village 
worthies, for when they were shown to one of the kirk elders, taking 
up a drawing of a foot he inquired of the minister, ‘And what is this, 
sir?’ ‘It is a foot,’ replied the minister. ‘A foot!’ exclaimed the elder, 
‘it is mair like a fluke (a flounder) than a foot.’ The youth, however, 
was soon to achieve a work more comprehensible by the elders and 
villagers of his native place. 

Young Wilkie left Edinburgh and the Trustees’ Academy in 1804 
and returned for a while to his father’s village. Unlike many other 
artists he seems at once to have found the true bent of his genius 
and the class of subject best suited to his powers. In the adjoining 
village of Pidassie, where the family of his mother resided, there was 
an annual fair held, and the strange characters, the rustic humours, the 
many incidents of merchandise and barter common to such gather- 
ings, were taken by the young artist for the subject of his first picture, 
which he began in August 1804, and finished within the year. Though 
a work of small size, it contains much subject and many figures, and 
enables us to see that Wilkie was a diligent as well as a ready workman. 
As far as execution goes, ‘Pidassie pair’ seems painted at once, and in 
most cases direct fi:om nature. It has Htde promise of the colour and 
tone which he subsequendy sought and achieved. A red rank hue 
pervades the picture; and we see the flat manner and want of textural 
truth, combined with a certain broadness of touch, that prevailed 
with the artists of the day. The work, moreover, is allied to the 
Dutch school in some of its incidents, which are such as in after years 
he would have rejected from his canvas. His early skill in handling 
is seen in the execution of some of the accessories, the crates of pottery, 
the tables, and other products displayed in the fair. It perhaps arises 
from the onceness of execution above alluded to, and the simplicity 
of his materials, that the picture has stood so perfecdy, while others 
of his works have well nigh perished; and whatever faults or short- 
comings it may evidence, it certainly is an extraordinary work for a 
lad of nineteen years of age. 

Wilkie remained some time at Cults, engaged in painting the 
portraits of persons in the neighbourhood, and even made trips to 
other Scottish towns in search of sitters. But his ambition led him 
beyond the narrow bounds of a Scottish village, and he determined to 
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Start for London. He had carefully husbanded his gains by portraiture, 
and having sold his picture of the ‘Fair’ for ^25 to Mr. ICinnear, he 
took his passage from Leith on 20 May 1805, to try his fortune in the 
great city. 

Wilkie’s first endeavour on his arrival in London was to obtain 
admission as a student in the Royal Academy. He found the rooms in 
which the schools are held occupied by the annual exhibition, and it 
was only on its close, at the end of July, that he was entered as a pro- 
bationer. Here he became acquainted with John Jackson, the portrait 
painter, who describes him in a letter to Haydon (also a student) as a 
‘tall, pale, thin Scotsman*. A lad of delicate health then, he con- 
tinued all his life to suffer from maladies which baffled the acumen 
of his physicians, which often interposed to prevent his labours, and 
which finally carried him off at a time of hfe when the world might 
have hoped to see many more fine works by his hand. Wilkie, on his 
arrival, had taken lodgings in Norton Street, Portland Place, and 
with the usual providence of his countrymen, he sought to make 
proper provision for the future. He had brought to London with 
him the small picture of ‘The Recruit’; this he found means to display 
in a window near Charing Cross, where it met with a purchaser at the 
modest price of six pounds, which our pamter was glad to add to 
his little store. He gradually advanced in the Royal Academy schools 
from the antique to the life-school, and studied from the living model 
with great interest and satisfaction, and this while he was at work 
at pictures which were gradually raising him to great reputation. But 
at this point we will leave him for a while, to bring the other two 
painters whom we have chosen as representative men to the same 
pomt of comparison. 

William Mulreadyy the Irish representative of the class of art of 
which we are now treating, was bom on r April 1786, at Entiis, 
in the county of Clare. His father followed the trade of a leather 
breeches maker, and was a master workman in his craft. Shortly after 
the birth of his talented son, he removed to Dublin with his family, 
where he continued to carry on his trade for a while; but he passed 
over to London about the time that the lad was five and a half years 
old, and took up his abode in Old Compton Street, Soho. 

The boy had already shown some aptitude for drawing; having, it 
is said, at three years old copied a hare vrith sufficient accuracy to be 
known without labelling. In 1805 appeared a little book, called The 
Looking Glass; a mirror in which any little boy or girl may see what he or 
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she is, and those who are not quite good may find out what they ought to he. 
This book is said to have been written by W. Godwin, under the 
name of Theophilus Marcliffe, and is the history and early adventures 
of a young artist. It is known that it was compiled firom conversations 
with Mulready, who was then engaged in illustrating some juvenile 
books for the author; and the facts in it related to the painter's early 
life. It is now very scarce. It contains illustrations of the talent of the 
subject of the tale, done at three, five and six years old, and presumed 
to be imitations of Mulready’s own drawing at the same age. Many 
children at a like age produce such works, which made no 
account of when the after bent of the youth is not to ait, but which 
are looked upon as treasures of precocious genius when, in riper 
years, study or accident has developed the lad into a painter. 

Soon after the arrival of the family in London, young Mulready was 
put to school. But the parents of Mulready were members of the ‘old 
faith’, as he used to designate it; and at ten years of age the boy was 
removed to a school kept by a Roman Catholic, and afterwards 
placed under the Irish chaplain of the Neapolitan ambassador, who 
gave instniction at No. 7 Newman Street. Here young Mulready 
continued nearly two years, leammg a little Latin, besides the usual 
English rudiments. At the end of that time, Mr. Ryan was unfor- 
tunately burned to death, and the lad was transferred to another 
Cathohc teacher, who resided in the neighbourhood of Buckingham 
Gate. It is not possible to say what amount of knowledge the youth 
obtained under these various masters. In later life he claimed to be 
able to read the JEneid in its original tongue, and was able to detect a 
false quantity in one who, presuming him to be ignorant, undertook 
boastfully to interpret to him a quotation firom that work. He, at 
least, knew the Greek alphabet, since on a sheet of sketches and small 
pen-and-ink hints as to the mode of thinking out his pictures there 
are many memoranda written in its characters. 

By some means Mulready was dirown into the way of artists, 
since John Graham, who was engaged in painting one of the subjects 
for Macklin’s Bible, ‘David Instructing Solomon’, exhibited at the 
Academy 1797, saw the boy, and, struck with his beauty and fair 
proportions, made interest with the father to let him sit to him as a 
model for the yoimg prince. No doubt this admission to the study of 
an artist stimulated young Mulready, already prepared to love and 
take a delight in art; and this makes the wonder less that we find him, 
while yet of a mere schoolboy age, endeavouring to get uito the 
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only really good sdiool where he could at that time study — the school 
of the Royal Academy. When only just thirteen he applied to Thomas 
Banks, the sculptor, for a letter to the keeper, in order to gain admis- 
sion as a student. He took with him a copy in chalk from a cast of the 
Apollo. Banks saw dawnings of ability in the boy, although the work 
was hardly sufficient to win him entrance. He recommended him to try 
again and return in a month — advised him to join a drawing academy 
in Fumival’s Inn Court, and on the failure of that school very shordy 
afterwards, allowed die young lad to study in his own gallery. 

From this time he drew in Banks’s studio, and under the sculptor’s 
eye, for nearly twelve months; after the first six his kind instructor 
thought he might send in a figure to the Coundl, but his drawing 
from the Hercules was not approved; at the end of that time, how- 
ever, the keeper, struck with a drawing the boy had made from a 
statue by Michelangelo admitted him to draw as a probationer with 
the other pupils; and a few weeks after, when fourteen years and six 
months old — ^that is, in October 1800 — ^hc gained his student’s 
ticket. About the same time he obtained the greater silver palette of 
the Society of Arts; and it is said that from the day he completed his 
fifteenth year he required no more aid from his parents. 

What the works were on which he was employed when he thus 
went forth to fight the batde of life alone it is not possible now to tell; 
he used to say that he had tried his hand at everything, from a minia- 
ture to a panorama; we know that all his life he was a teacher, and he 
declared of himself that he had passed through life as a drawing- 
master, giving a little of his superfluous time to painting. Perhaps 
this life-long habit of teaching others may lead to the secret of the 
careful completion that marked all he did; to that habit of making 
sure of everything beforehand, of studying out all the parts and 
details that he might be accurate and assured in all he said, and 
moreover, able thoroughly to convince others that he knew to the 
bottom what he was employed upon. 

How Mulrcady became first acquainted with John Varley, the 
water-colour painter, is not told; whether during his country journeys 
to sketch, or at his home in London, where Varley gathered many of 
the rising artists of the day. From that little school, Mulready, John 
LinneH, William Hunt and others, no doubt learnt much of the love 
of art. Mulready there found his wife, who was a sister of John 
Varley’s wife. The young painter seems to have entered upon his 
married life with much less thought and prudence than he gave to his 
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art life: before he was eighteen years of age, and when he must really 
have been earning his daily bread, he was a husband; before he was 
nineteen, a father. Four sons were the issue of the marriage, which, 
to say the least, was not a fortunate one: the pair were early separated 
and-never afterwards lived together. 

It has been said that Mulready began, as other young artists have 
done, and as it is inferred students in the Royal Academy must do, by 
attempting works in the grand style; that among his first productions 
in this way were ‘Ulysses and Polyphemus’ and the ‘Disobedient 
Prophet’ ; that these were his first offerings to the Academy exhibition, 
and were both rejected, and that firom 1804 till 1807 all his exhibited 
works are landscape studies. His first attempts in figure painting 
which were exhibited, however, were ‘ Old Kaspar’, firom Southey’s 
Battle of Blenheim, in 1807, and ‘The Rattle*, in 1808, both sent to 
the British Institution; and both subjects treated familiarly and 
founded on Dutch art. The only evidence that Mulready ever con- 
templated high art was afforded by his picture of ‘The Supper at 
Emmaus’, painted in 1809, which was never exhibited till 1864. 

Thus, at the early age of nineteen, we find Mulready a student of 
some five years* standing in the Royal Academy, and one who had 
already ‘given hostages to fortune’ as a husband and a father. We 
know, firom the number of his works of about this period — ^studies 
he left behind him, both from the antique and the life — that he was 
a diligent student then, and that all his long life he continued to work 
and to take the deepest interest in the schools. His last words in evi- 
dence before the Royal Academy Commission, ‘I have, firom the first 
moment I became a visitor in the life-school, drawn there as if I were 
drawmg for a prize’ — ^tesufy to this, if we had not the stronger 
evidence of the wonderful studies that he wrought on up to almost 
the last days of his life. 

Here, following the arrangement we have adopted, we will turn 
to the life of LesHe (the third of the trio whom we have classed 
together), preparatory to entering into some comparison of their 
labours and the influence they have had on our national art. Charles 
Robert Leslie, the youngest of the three artists, was bom in London on 
II October 1794. In the short autobiography which he has left, 
the painter does not give the exact place of his birth, but only tells 
us that his first recollections were of living in a house in Portman 
Place, Edgware Road. Though bom in our metropolis, Leslie was of 
American parentage, being the son of Robert Leslie and Lydia Baker, 
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natives of Maryland, both originally of British descent. Robert Leslie, 
the father of the painter, was a dock- and watchmaker, who, settling 
in Philadelphia, took a partner into his business, and then, in 1793, 
made a voyage to London with all his family, in order to purchase 
stock-in-trade on advantageous terms in the mother country. His 
5tay in England extended over several years. Some months after his 
arrival Charles Robert was born, it is said, in Clerkenwell, where 
the manufacturers of clocks and watches then, as now, mostly 
resided. His partner dying, the father was constrained to return to 
America, taking his family with him. 

The journey was in many respects a long and troublesome one. 
The United States were then at war with France, and the American 
ship in which the family sailed was attacked by a privateer of superior 
force, which, though beaten off, inflicted so much damage on their 
vessel that it was necessary to put into Lisbon to refit. Battered by 
fight, and tossed by tempests, the voyagers did not reach Philadelphia 
until II May 1800. They had left London on 13 September 1799, 
and had been seven months, and twenty-six days on their tedious 
passage. The watchmaker found his affairs gready entangled, and 
he was obliged to begin a lawsuit with the executors of his 
partner. The trouble and anxiety attendant on this suit preyed upon 
his mind, and before his eldest son was ten years of age, he was left, 
with the rest of the yoimg family, to the care of a widowed mother. 
Leslie ever spoke warmly and tenderly of his father’s kmdness and 
affection, and those who had the happiness to know him when himself 
a parent can well feel that, if his father resembled him, sad and deep 
must have been the loss; for one more tender or more devoted to his 
children than the painter it is hardly possible to picture to ourselves. 

At the father’s death the widow was left in very straitened circum- 
stances, and was obHged to eke out her means by opening a boarding- 
house, whilst the eldest daughter aided to maintain the household by 
teaching drawing in the families of the once capital city. The citizens 
of Philadelphia seem to have shown much consideration for the 
widow, and kindhness for her fatherless children. The professors of 
the university abated their charges in favour of the boys; although 
the pamter confesses that the liberality of the professor of mathe- 
matics was not met by corresponding exertions on the part of his 
pupil. He felt but htde interest in the study, and htde power in its 
prosecution; the mathematical faculties being, perhaps, those least 
active of the many qualities that go to make up a perfect painter. 
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MeanwHle the boys, in the summer and autumn, were frequent visitors 
to the farmhouses in the neighbourhood, where uncles and aunts, both 
on the father’s and mother’s side, practised the primitive occupations 
of farmers and millers, on the pleasant creeks of the Brandywine; 
where the painter learnt to eiyoy the loveliness of natural scenery, 
and treasured up for his future years happy memories of the country 
sports, the free kindly manners, and the harvest frolics of the people. 

But hfe wore on, the boy Charles approached his fourteenih year, 
and it was time to determine his course in life. He himself tells us his 
early wish was to be a painter; but the widow knew that with her 
straitened means she could not afford him proper instruction. She her- 
self thought of the more business-like profession of an engraver; but 
herem, too, the education was difficult, and the success uncertain.; and 
finally the boy was bound apprentice to the firm of Bradford and 
Inskeep, booksellers and publishers of the dty of his abode. Mr. S. 
Bradford, the senior partner, was a true man of business, and wished 
his young assistant to devote his whole heart to his duties. The boy 
loved painting, and ever lingered at the print-shop windows, or made 
a hasty visit, when on errands of business, to the open studio of 
Thomas Sully, the principal painter of the city, whereby not only his 
love of art increased, but also his sense of what was good and beautiful 
in its practice. The old bookseller at first repressed his attempts. Tf he 
found me drawing,’ says Leslie, ‘he shook his head, and seemed so 
much displeased that the most distant hope of his ever assisting me to 
become a painter never entered into my mind.’ But man proposes, 
and God disposes. What the apprentice wished, and the master ob- 
jected to, was at length to be brought about by his very means, and he 
eventually aided, with great liberality, in our painter’s art education. 

This event happened on the occasion of the visit of George 
Frederick Cooke, the English tragedian, on a starring engagement to 
Philadelphia. The young painter — z great lover of the stage — ^was 
present at the first representation oi Richard ^ and was deeply impressed 
widi the actor’s powers. He managed to make from recollection a 
telling sketch of the tragedian, which astonished the sedate book- 
seller, who henceforth encouraged him to practise his art. A fiiend 
carried this sketch to the Exchange Coffee House, at the hour when it 
was most thronged with men of business. The work was considered 
wonderful for so young a lad, and the good bookseller, contributing 
liberally himself, found no difficulty in raising a fund sufficient to 
enable the young artist to visit Europe for two years’ study. 

L 
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Before leaving America, Leslie received some instructions in die 
use of his materials from Thomas Sully, to whom he had been intro- 
duced. Copying part of a picture in Leslie’s presence, the painter put 
his palette into his pupil’s hands, and required him to proceed as far on 
another canvas. This he continued from day to day until both copies 
were finished, and the pupil had learnt at least the acadence of his art, 
and understood what was meant hy scumbling, glazing, and other 
executive processes. Leslie’s execution continued throughout life to 
be of the simplest character; his vehicle, latterly at least, was merely 
linseed oil, and he rejected systematically those executive processes 
which serve to enrich and give brilliancy to the pigments, and to 
produce variety in the handling of a picture: but this wc shall have to 
speak of more fuUy in treating of his art. 

Leshe sailed from New York on ii November 1811, provided 
with letters of introduction to West, Beechey, and other artists. He 
took lodgings in Warren Street with a Mr. Moore, who had also 
come from America to study, a youth but two years older tlian 
himself, and the two began to devote their days to painting, their 
evenings to the Royal Academy. 

West and Washington Allston opened their studios to one they looke d 
upon as their countryman. They permitted him to see their works in 
progress, aided him with counsel and advice, and introduced him to 
society. In West’s gallery he made several copies, but whether of the 
president’s own works he does not give us to imderstand. The British 
Museum contained the Townley collection of marbles, and these Leslie 
studied, besides rising at six in the morning to join his friend Moore in 
working from the Elgin collection, at that time at Burlmgton House. 

Leslie placed little value on instruction, and thought that, given the 
materials for study, every man will best instruct himself. He found 
that Fuseli paid httle attention to the^tudents, and he approved of this 
course; telling us ‘that under Fuseli’s wise neglect, Wilkie, Mulready, 
Etty, Landseer, and Haydon distinguished themselves, and were the 
better for not being made all alike by teaching’. He says, ‘Art may 
be learnt, but cannot be taught\ a maxim that sounds well, but puts 
a part for the whole; for though invention and feeling cannot be 
taught, the language m which they are to he expressed may: young 
painters have many difficulties as to drawing and the executive pro- 
cesses of painting, which may be cleared away by judicious advice and 
teaching without in the least interfering with that originality or 
invention which is the true gift of nature to tie bom artist. 
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While followiag out his studies in his own manner, Leslie did not 
forget that he must find means to live, and he seems early to have 
gained employment in portraiture of the small size, which he con- 
tinued to adopt through hfe. Washington AUston introduced him into 
society, and he soon threw off the gloom that had gathered around 
him at the first feehng of the loneliness of his situation; while his 
cheerful nature, always highly appreciative of wit and humour, 
seems to have made all who came near him fast and constant fiiends. 

Here, then, we find the three painters whom we have chosen as 
representative men in this class of art, past the first period of study, and 
coming before the public with their works; let us, before proceeding 
with their career as individuals, endeavour to compare them with 
each other, to arrive at their several characteristics, and the points in 
which they advanced British art. 

We may safely say that die education they received, while it armed 
them with technical knowledge and executive power, did not in any 
way interfere with their originality. If we compare the methods of 
the three in the conduct of their pictures we shall find their practice 
very diverse, Wilkie began by a rough blot of the treatment, after- 
wards preparing a somewhat finished sketch in oil. He at times made 
a few studies of the action of the hands, but his real work was direct 
from the life on to the canvas; and, although he altered and changed 
the action of the hands, tie inclination of the head, or tie attitude of a 
figure, or even substituted a more for a less characteristic model, yet 
he retained the general grouping and arrangement, the general effect 
and composition of his sketch. The blots of colour in his sketches were 
at times somewhat arbitrary, and it was difficult to assign them to any 
definite object or form; but having pleased him in the sketch, he was 
very solicitous to keep them in the same place and of the same 
quality in his picture, and often j:ook much pains to invent suitable 
details for the purpose. The young artist, to whom such hints are 
most valuable, may study the mgenious way in which the small blots 
of red have been carried round the somewhat grey and slaty picture 
of ‘The Blind Fiddler'. As to the alterations Wilkie made in the 
progress of his pictures, we find frequent allusions in his diaries such 
as, ‘Rubbed out today what I did yesterday'. ‘Made several alterations 
in my picture*, etc. 

As he advanced in art and obtained more power, he seems to have 
made his previous sketches slighter, and to have painted more at once 
on the panel or canvas. In ‘The Sacrament of John Knox’, left 
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unfinished at his death, and of which a previous sketch exists, heads 
and hands, painted at once to a very low key consistent with the 
chiaroscuro of the finished work, are surrounded by the colour of the 
raw canvas, and no doubt would have fallen properly into their 
places as the work proceeded; as it is, they show the certainty vdth 
which he latterly carried on his pictures. 

Muhready appears to have begun his works after much more pre- 
paration even than Wilkie. Before beginning a picture, we find ‘first 
thoughts' for it in pencil, blots in pen and ink, larger sketches in 
chalk, and then frequently a small completed sketch in oil. After this 
stage Mulready often made slight sketches of mdividual figures; 
studies for varied actions of the hands or the head, changed attitudes, 
variations in character or expression. At times when he had found a 
characteristic model, Mulready still further enlarged and thought out 
a study firom it in pen and ink, or in chalk; and after all, more 
especially for his later works, put the whole together in a most 
elaborate and highly finished cartoon— finished with such care and 
anxiety that these works are almost equal in beauty to his 
pictures. He seemed to have a great dislike to losing his ground, and 
always to have drawn his picture most carefully on die panel or 
canvas before commencing with colour. If, which was rarely the case, 
he did alter after the work was begun, the part changed was carefully 
removed to the ground. The habit of preparing careful cartoons, and 
of drawing the work elaborately on the canvas, grew on him latterly, 
and his cartoons became more elaborate, as may be seen in his 
unfinished one of ‘The Bathers with Lizards'. 

Leshe in his mode of beginning his pictures differed widely from 
both Mulready and Wilkie, His practice was the very opposite of 
Mulready 's; Wilkie’s being as it were between the two. We may 
.presume that Leslie made some sketch of the arrangement of his 
picture previous to beginning to paint, although there is litde or no 
material of this kind by his hand. Certainly he did not like to exhaust 
himself by making previous studies either for the whole picture or 
separate parts. He mosdy painted direct from the model on to his 
canvas, setting any happy attitude or expression that arose naturally; 
consequendy he often made changes in the progress of his work, and 
removed and destroyed very beautiful passages in his pictures, to 
adopt some better or more graceful action that arose as he proceeded, 
and pleased him by its novelty. He is said not to have given much 
trouble to his sitters, often hardly requirmg them to pose for him, but 
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merely referring to nature at various points of his work, or when 
difficulties occurred. From these two causes his pictures generally 
seem produced without labour; they delight us by their freshness and 
ease, and are the very opposite to the elaborate and somewhat 
over-studied excellence of Mulready. 

In one respect Leslie differed wholly from WHkie and Mulready 
in the choice of his subjects. The two latter, as soon as they had 
emerged from historic art, began by inventing the incidents which 
they painted. Such were ‘The Village Politicians’, ‘The Card 
Players’, ‘The Barber’s Shop’, and ‘The Fight Interrupted*, subjects 
in which truth of character, humour, and close observation of nature 
were the great requisites. Leslie, on the contrary, passed from the 
‘grand historic period’ of the student to the illustration of incidents 
in the works of the poets and classic writers, and continued through 
life to choose such subjects for his pencil. They presented to him an 
added difficulty which did not lie in the way of those chosen by 
his two contemporaries; since all who have read Goldsmith or 
Sterne, Cervantes or Shakespeare (but especially the latter two), 
have formed for themselves special ideas of the principal characters 
in these works, and are apt to object at once to a new or tangible 
representation of them, either by the actor or the painter. In this 
very difficult position, Leshe was pre-eminently successful in realizing 
characters in harmony with the general idea; and entering into the 
true spirit of the poet or writer, has placed before their eyes a bodily 
presentment of the being with which the author had filled their 
imagination. 

As a painter, Mulready almost wholly avoided this difficulty, his 
principal pictures being subjects and incidents of his own invention. 
It is true that after the publication of Van Voorst’s edition of the 
Vicar of Wakefield, which Mulready illustrated, he was induced to 
carry out some of the designs into pictures, and also true that one or 
two of these rank as his best works; but it is more for their beautiful 
art, their colour and completion, than from his having mastered the 
characters of whom Goldsmith wrote. No one can accept die figure 
making hay, in the ‘Haymakers’ — almost a portrait of the painter 
himself—as the BurcheU of Goldsmith; or the young lady with the 
rake in the same picture as the sunple-minded Sophia. Like Mulready, 
Wilkie took few of his subjects from writers or poets, although he 
did paint a few historical incidents. Were we to judge him by his 
‘Alfred in the Neatherd’s Cottage’, we should not rank his realization 



302 


GENRE PAINTING 


of historical characters very high. ‘John Knox’ was better, but it is 
known that it was founded on that true orator and divine, Edward 
Irving. And his ‘Columbus’, although really a noble picture, and a 
fine rendering of the intense self-occupation of the world-discoverer 
m the demonstration of his thesis, has yet but little of the Genoese, 
and less of the seaman, in its presentation. 

The subjects chosen by LesHe were of a higher class than the early 
works of either Wilkie or Mulready. He seems fi:om the first to have 
had an innate refinement in his choice, and to have thrown a sense of 
gentle blood into all he did. His works abound in beauty, elegance, 
character, and quiet humour, which make them irresistibly pleasing. 
Take as an instance the picture -of ‘Sancho Panza in the Apartments 
of the Duchess’, in the Tate Gallery, a repetition of an earlier picture 
at Petworth. How lovely is the duchess, how perfectly at her ease, 
how truly one of Nature’s gentlewomen as she sits hstening to 
Sancho’s tale! What a round full form! The light of a happy smile 
in her eyes; the amused satire of her dimpling mouth, pleased at the 
simplicity of the peasant squire who takes her into liis confidence, and 
binds her to secrecy as to his master’s escapades, putting his finger 
to his nose as he tells his tale. Contrasted with the rare beauty of the 
lady, and serving as its foil, is the stately, frigid duenna, drawn up to 
her full height, her hands crossed in front, her keen, observant eye 
seeing all that is going on; but no smile is ever likely to twinkle 
there nor to part her thin dry lips. What a contrast to the laughing 
black damsel on the opposite side of the picture, who grins and 
shows a mouthful of teeth, at the unconscious assurance of the garlic- 
loving Sancho in relating his adventures to her noble mistress. Even 
when Leslie deals with rogues and the simpletons they prey on, it is 
not the common rogue he represents; and Autolycus, with his 
ballad ‘on the hard hearts of maids’, sung by the great fish -‘that 
appeared on Wednesday the fourscore of April’, is still Shakespearian 
as a vagabond, while the straw-hatted shepherd, brown with toil, 
IS far removed from the clodhopper of today, who has lost all de- 
velopment of calf from stiff-soled boots, and looks to end his days in 
that parish paradise, the union. Even Leshe’s servants were raised above 
the common household drudges who were expected to be perfection 
on jTio per annum: Leslie raised them up to dramatic equality with 
the other characters of his tale; and whether it be ‘Toinette’, the 
cleverest of abigails, circumventing M, Purgon in the Sheepshanks 
Gallery, or ‘Nicole’ pinking M. Jourdam in the same collection, they 
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seem the very individuals the author dreamt of, and the spectator 
anticipated. In this latter picture, M. Jourdain himself is the model of 
pompous ignorance and weakness; his two legs planted in the due 
attitude of fence, but so thoroughly weak in the knees, so thoroughly 
wrong from their very rightness; the hand with the foil so attemptcdly 
correct, but so hopelessly out of place; the left hand raised as that 
defence which is hopeless from the foil, all fill us with a full percep- 
tion, a thorough representation of the plebeian citizen trying to 
remedy the defects of his early education, and are so full of character 
that it may be doubted if the dramatist could have been better 
illustrated by one of the cleverest of his own countrymen. 

Mulready, as we have already said, mosdy invented his own sub- 
jects, and sometimes without any great subject-matter in them. It has 
been objected that his irascible disposition and love of fighting is 
shown in too many of his pictures, and that most of them have some 
tendency to brutahty and cruelty: but this is surely very unfair 
towards him. Five or six of his pictures out of the eighty or hundred 
that he painted may be amenable to this criticism: as in ‘Idle Boys’ — 
a lad detected at playing ‘fox and geese’ instead of doing his sum. 
Then, again, in ‘The Fight Interrupted’ and ‘The Wolf and the 
Lamb , we have a well-told tale of a coward and a bully; and in 
these, as well as ‘The Careless Messenger’ and ‘The Dog of Two 
Minds’, the fighting element prevails. Moreover, there are episodes of 
the same nature in ‘The Convalescent’, in ‘The Seven Ages’, and even 
in The Last In’ , where we are well assured that the ironical politeness 
of the master will end in a good caning to the truant scholar: but t-his 
is all; and besides these we have numerous pictures turning on some 
simple domestic incident, oftentimes well told, as in ‘The Travelling 
Druggist’, ‘Train up a Child’, ‘Village Gossips’, ‘The Widow’, etc. 

Mulready ’s first subjects were evidendy chosen in emulation of 
Wilkie, who preceded him by a year or two in public favour; and in 
his ‘Carpenter’s Shop’, painted in 1808, and ‘Barber’s Shop’, in 1811, 
he had an eye to the populanty of his Scottish rival. This feeling even 
lingered in his ‘Punch’ and his ‘Fight Interrupted’; after which 
pictures he began gradually to develop a style of his own, and to 
adopt a changed manner of execution, while the character of his 
subjects also changed slowly, and tended to a higher class ; some 
degree of sentiment being added to his domestic drama, as in ‘The 
Gamekeeper’s Wife’, and still more fully in ‘First Love’, one of the 
best of all his invented subjects. 
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Wilkie had little sense of beauty. The lady in ‘The First Ear-ring’, 
in ‘The Spanish Mother’, or the two females in the group in the left 
comer of ‘John Knox’, represent as much perhaps as he was capable 
of, and this much is small mdeed. The proportion of his typical 
female face is long, particularly in the nose, the eyes are too small and 
too close together, the lower part of the face round radier than oval; 
neither, as a rule, is there much elegance in his female figures: the 
roHicking action of the Spanish mother is about one of the best 
things he pamted. To the homeliness of the female m the ‘Refusal’, 
he might, if beauty was denied to his pencil, have added a little more 
comeliness; as it is, we feel that Duncan Gray has on the whole the 
best of it, and that the lady has no loveliness, and htde lovableness 
that he need regret. Nor had Mulready any very great feeling for 
female beauty; although, from his great power of drawing, he was 
able to represent, much more perfecdy than Wilkie did, what 
beauty he found in nature. 

If we compare the power of perceiving and delineating character 
and humour in the three painters, they each possessed it in a re- 
markable, although in a very different degree. In Wilkie and Mulready 
character and expression formed the basis of their first works, and 
they both rather abandoned it in later life for other qualities of art; 
while LesHe, in his later pictures, studied character and individuality 
perhaps even more than in his early works. 

Leshe never had a strong innate feeling for colour. He says of him- 
self, ‘It was AUston who first awakened what litde sensibility I may 
possess to the beauties of colour. For a long time I took the merit of 
the Venetians on trust, and, if left to myself, should have preferred 
works which I now feel to be comparatively worthless. I remember 
when the picture of “The Ages”, by Titian, was first pointed out to 
me by AUston as an exquisite work, I thought he was laughing at me.’ 
Yet Leslie’s taste and feeling generally led him right in the end, and 
few of his pictures are reaUy ill coloured. In the general opinion 
of his contemporaries his colouring was best while he was under the 
influence of his friend Gilbert Stuart Newton, R.A. (1794-1835), with 
whom he was very intimate. Newton had a fine eye for colour, but he 
was fettered by his feeble power of execution; whence he was ever 
feeling out his pictures rather than painting them, and was prevented 
from achieving those precious qualities which arise from a proper 
preparation of the ground, and after paintings with transparent colour, 
glazing, etc., as seen in the noble works of the Venetian school. 
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When Newton ceased to paint, about 1834, Leslie fell under the in- 
fluence of Constable, and a marked change took place in his pictures. 

Wilkie’s natural feeling for colour was far more acute than Leslie’s, 
if less so thanMulready’s. As soon as his residence in London gave him 
an opportunity to consult the works of the old painters, he began 
by founding himself on Teniers. Man Cunningham says WilHe 
gathered his leaden hues from setting his palette by Juhus Caesar 
Ibbetson s work on oil painting, but rather perhaps from his study of 
Teniers; and Wilkie probably afterwards inclined to the brown key 
from the continued admonitions of Sir George Beaumont, who 
certainly was a kind and warm friend to the young artist, helping him 
at times of much diflaculty, and giving him advice which he often 
remarks upon as valuable and judicious. 

Wilkie gradually began painting as much as possible at once, and 
finishing the part he was at work upon while wet, without any 
interval for drying. During his travels in Italy he continually spoke 
of the starved lights and opaque shadows of the English school, and 
said that our works were chalky and white; and that water-colour 
drawings had tainted our exhibitions. Writing to WilHam CoUins 
from Florence, he says, ‘perhaps I say more for colour than I ought’, 
and again from Spain, ‘with me no starved surface now; no dread of 
oilf no perplexity for fear of change. Your manner of paiuting a sky is 
tie manner in which I try to paint a whole picture’, tiiat is to say, at 
once and while the whole is wet. We have even heard from Mr. 
Stonhouse, who joined him while in Spain as a pupil, that on his 
return so anxious was Wilkie to carry out this practice that he 
would make a wall of wax round a head unfinished during the day’s 
work, and laying the panel flat cover the uncompleted part with oil, 
to enable him to continue his work in the same state on the morrow. 

‘The Parish Beadle’, if rather black in the darks and shadows, is 
one of the best coloured pictures of Wilkie’s early class of subjects, 
and a good specimen of his abihty as a colourist. It is mainly painted 
direct from the ground into a brown uniting colour. The shadows 
in most parts of the picture seem laid in with some brown pigmeilt 
made fluent with abundant medium. Into this brown the white lights 
appear painted, and over them, while still wet, the local colour has 
been rapidly manipulated with a soft brush, a little white being added 
for half-tints or high-hghts. No doubt the painter has seized the 
happy moment when, at the latter part of the day, the work has 
in some degree set, before applying the local colour as a secondary 
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but, under die best circumstances, such execution would 
require great skill and rapidity of touch to prevent muddmess from 
the mixing of the upper and under painting, and the medium or 
vehicle would require to be abundant and flowing. Notwithstanding 
Wilkie’s constant apostrophes to colour, and his assertion that *no 
master has as yet maintained his ground without it’, we cannot but 
think that his tendency, as he advanced in art, was to tone rather than 
to colour. 

We have seen him, even before his Italian and Spanish journey, 
tendmg to the over-use of a brown key in his pictures; and after his 
return our own experience is that this practice gready increased upon 
him. He used asphaltum as his universal shadow, and even mixed it 
with all his Hghts to take off that chalky crudity which he found in 
our English works. Thus he killed the brilliancy of his local colour, 
although at the same time, by this simple expedient, he increased the 
tone of his works. As colourists, however, neither Leslie nor Wilkie 
had the same innate perception as Muheady. 

There is yet one point on which these painters may be compared 
before we proceed to the history of their individual art progress, 
that is, their acquaintance with the art of other countries. Wilkie, as 
we have seen, made diligent study of such foreign art as was accessible 
to him in his own country, and as soon as opportunity offered, 
visited the schools and collections abroad. Pardy from ill hcaldi, and 
pardy with a view to improvement, he spent some years of his art- 
life in Italy and Spain; and we have the evidence of his works, as well 
as of his letters and diary, that Italian and Spanish art, but more 
especially the latter, gready influenced his work, and, indeed, ended 
in his thorough change of style; although it must be allowed that the 
change was not wholly beneficial, and that his fame will rest on his 
English radier than upon his Spamsh pictures. An admirer of die 
great Venetian colourists, he never attained to those executive pro- 
cesses to which their works owe so much of their lustre and richness, 
but continued to paint to the last as at first; varied in his method, 
however, after his Spanish journey. 

LesHe, although full of admiration for the best works of the old 
masters, never visited the great seats of their art ; his knowledge of 
the Continent was limited to France and Belgium; the monumental 
art of Italy or Germany he never saw; nor was his practice much 
influenced by the fine works of the old masters that did come within 
his observation at home. Mulready never visited the Continent at 
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all, or at most only the French coast, and was wholly unacquainted, 
except from prints and copies, with the mural works of the great 
painters. Encumbered with difficulties at the time of life when most 
young artists travel for improvement, he arrived at eminence with- 
out having seen the great Continental schools, and seemed latterly 
rather to pride himself upon never having left his own country, and 
upon being unindebted to foreign travel. From his birth a member 
of the Romish communion, had he in his youth seen the simple art 
of the fifteenth century, it might have influenced his practice; but 
art would have been a loser thereby. Possessed of litde imagination, 
and not very refined in choice of subject, he was content to labour on 
the repetition of his own thoughts. Had his art been turned to 
rehgious subjects, he m^ht have laboured on the thoughts of others, 
and realized the letter without the spirit of rehgious art; so that we 
should have lost what htde originahty he possessed. Although he 
never visited Italy, he understood well the principles of the great 
colourists; and it were to be wished that, for their rich and varied 
execution, his own works should influence the British school, and 
lead to a better imderstanding of the preparatory processes which 
give lustre and variety to paintii^. 



Portrait of Keats, Sketched by Benjamin Robert Haydon^ November 1S16, 



CHAPTER XXII 


DAVID WILKIE 

We have been led into a somewhat long digression in the preceding 
chapter, in order to bring into direct comparison the art of our three 
great genre painters. We left Wilkie simply a student of the Royal 
Academy, but as yet he was without patronage and dependent on 
himself for his future. Like many other young artists, he resorted to 
portraiture for his subsistence, and to gain the means to enable him to 
work for fame; but, with the peculiar forethought of his countrymen, 
he borrowed for a time his first work, which, as we have already said, 
he had sold before leaving his native place; and had ‘Pidassie Fair’ 
sent up to London to show, as a specimen of his powers, to those who 
sought the aid of his pencU. He was fortunate in making the ac- 
quaintance of Stodart the pianoforte-maker, who recommended him 
sitters; and fortunate also in the choice of the next subject for his 
pencil. Lord Mansfield, who had seen his ‘Fair’, encouraged him to 
proceed with a picture of ‘The Village Politicians’, giving him, 
however, no distinct commission when Wilkie named the modest 
sum of fifteen guineas as the price of the work. When exhibited in the 
Royal Academy it attracted much notice, and Wilkie was advised 
to ask for it a larger, but still very inadequate sum; to which the earl 
demurred, and claimed the picture at the first-named price; but as no 
acceptance on his part had been given, Wilkie maintained his ground, 
and the earl finally sent him a cheque for the full sum, diirty-five 
guineas. In the May of this* year, the pamter, not yet of the mature 
age of twenty-one, but full of exultation at his success, writes to his 
father, ‘My ambition is got beyond aU bounds, and I have the vanity 
to hope that Scotland will one day be proud of David Wilkie’. 

Wilkie was not a man to be made idle by success. He set to work at 
once upon a picture of the same class, yet of even more interest. ‘The 
Blind Fiddler’ was finished by the middle of August 1806, while the 
painter was yet in his twenty-first year, and it deserves careful 
examination as an evidence of the amount of real knowledge, in many 
quahties of art, he had thus early achieved. 

The painter’s next work was not a fortunate one. Mr. Alexander 
Davidson, of St. James’s Square, commissioned pictures firom 
various artists to form a gallery of English history, and applied to 
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Wilkie to paint one of the series. It was hardly to be expected that 
the young painter, at a time when commissions were not too frequent, 
would decline such an offer; the more especially as he was allowed to 
choose his own subject for illustration. He selected the well-known 
incident of King Alfred and the cakes, but as far as we can learn from 
his diaries, the picture appears to have given him much trouble, and, 
in the end, after many changes, was certainly not a success, and was 
never exhibited. 

In the spring of 1807, Wilkie revisited his native village, there to 
enjoy the gratifying approval of his parents and the reputation that 
had already preceded him. Shordy after his arrival, however, he was 
seized with an attack of fever, from which he but slowly recovered, 
and although carefully nursed by his affectionate mother and sisters, 
it was not until October that he was able to return to London and to 
the work of his easel. This susceptibility to disease and the slowness 
with which his constitution acted to throw it off, is a marked feature 
of his life, and shows some innate weakness which neither change 
of air, diet, nor scene could readily overcome. On his return, he pro- 
ceeded with a picture of ‘The Rent Day'. It is a characteristic incident 
of English Hfe, characteristically rendered; the story is well told, the 
grouping and arrangement excellent, and the execution an advance 
on his former works, Wilkie was elected an associate member of the 
Royal Academy on 10 November 1809, when he yet wanted eight 
days of completing his twenty-fourth year, the prescribed age for 
admission to that body. 

On 29 September 1809, Wilkie tells us in his diary that he began 
‘The Village Festival', which was at first called ‘The Alehouse Door'. 
He says, ‘After employing some time m preparing colours, I chalked 
it out on the canvas, to assist me in which I dotted out the picture 
and the sketch mto several compartments. I began with rubbing 
in all the shadows with umber, and the Ughts with white, and 
succeeded in getting in the principal group. ' He afterwards tells us 
that he used the sweetener to prevent the surface interrupting him 
in the finishing. We find him continually removing the work he had 
done during the day, rubbing out heads, hands, and whole figures, 
notwithstanding he had prepared a careful sketch beforehand. Many 
other details of the progress of this picture are noted by him; but 
unfortunately he has omitted to name the vehicle with which it is 
painted. Haydon, however, who was intimate with him at this time, 
says that it was pure oil. Yet notwithstanding this assertion, we are 
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inclined to think that magylph was really used. ‘The Blind Fiddler’ 
stood perfectly until it was varnished about twenty-five years ago, 
and then in the course of one short month it cracked in widening 
hair cracks down to the white ground; and ‘The Village Festival' 
also cracked in like manner. 

It will be seen that in our opinion pictures painted in mastic 
magylph do not crack when left unvarnished, but are liable to fail 
when this is done; yet it must be confessed that it is very doubtful 
if the ‘Fiddler’ had been left unvarnished until the time spoken of 
above. Wilkie was evidendy accustomed to have his pictures varnished 
soon after their completion; perhaps agreeing with West’s maxim 
that you should ‘lock them up’ with varnish as soon as possible. Thus 
we find an entry in Wilkie’s diary in May 1808: ‘Accompanied 
Seguier to the Admiralty to varnish the picture of ‘ ‘The Rent Day” ’ ; 
and again in July, ‘ Seguier varnished for me “The Village Politicians ” 
and the sketch of Miss Phipps’. So that without it was a particular 
wish of the owner not to have a work varnished, it would appear 
to be the usual practice of the painter to varnish. ‘The Village 
Festival’ is diiferendy executed from those works which preceded it, 
die flesh and the draperies being made up of broken tints, although 
the general tone is grey. Wilkie had now mastered all the varied 
modes of execution, such as thick and thin painting, painting into a 
glaze, glazing, etc., although he ever used the latter quality very 
sparingly. The improvement in execution as well as in expression is 
very marked. 

‘The Village Festival’ was a picture containing too many figures 
and too much material to permit of the painter’s finishing it in time 
for exhibition in 1810, and Wilkie, perhaps somewhat too hastily, 
painted a small work to keep his place on the walls. This he called 
‘No Fool like an Old Fool’, but subsequendy changed to ‘The Ward- 
robe Ransacked’. His fiiends in the Academy thought it did not 
mamtain his reputation; they advised him to withdraw it, and he 
reluctandy complied with their wishes. His biographer seems to lean 
to the opinion that there was some jealousy on the part of the mem- 
bers in this, but although the painter was ill-represented m their 
exhibition, the Academy elected him in the ensuing spring to the 
full honours of their body. 

In this year (1810) Wilkie had the first serious attack of the illness 
which afterwards distressingly haimted him. He complained to Dr. 
Baillie that he could neither paint nor think for a quarter of an hour 
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consecutively without experiencing a giddiness almost amounting to 
fainting. This ended in fever, which prostrated him for many weeks, 
and prevented his painting; indeed, his weakness lasted almost to the 
end of the year. He had long been meditating upon a scheme for 
profiting by the exhibition of his own works. He diought — as Fuseli 
and others had done before him — that the public, which took 
especial pleasure in his pictures when seen with o Aers in the Academy 
exhibition, would flock to a collection brought together for his own 
profit. He took a house, No. 87 Pall Mall, and m May 1812, opened 
a collection of his own pictures, partly new and partly borrowed 
from his patrons. 

It is not to be wondered at that the members were vexed to see 
their new colleague diverting his chief works from their walls, but if 
so, they had thek revenge. Wilkie, though sufficiently a man of 
business and canny at a bargain, as his diary shows, was at least not 
fitted to puff an exhibition of his own works; and the time was yet 
distant when this was to become a profitable business to middle-men 
and dealers, who, given a banquet scene, the entry of a royal personage, 
or indeed any outre or singular work, can, by dint of sheer advertising 
puffery, draw large sums of money firom the public, whether the art 
is good or bad. We are not surprised, therefore, that the attempt was 
unsuccessful and a loss. Wilkie was accustomed to shake his head when 
the affak was mentioned. A distraint was made on his pictures for 
rent due^om his landlord for the premises sublet to the painter; ‘The 
Village Holiday ^ as it was then called, was seized, and had to be re- 
deemed. The only benefit accruing to the artist was that it suggested 
the fine subject, ‘Distrakdng for Rent’, which the painter shortly 
commenced. 

In December of the year 1812, Wilkie’s father died, having lived 
long enough to witness the full reputation of his son. This caused a 
great change in the painter’s household; eventually his mother and 
sister came to live with him at Kensington. This must have put an 
end to the affairs which we trace him relating with much simplicity 
in Ms journal for 1810: ‘Had a valentine today, from whom I know 
not, but certainly in the same handwriting as one I formerly received’, 
and shortly afterwards: ‘A young lady called and made use of the 
name of one of my fiiends to see my pictures; she expressed in strong 
terms her regret at not finding any picture of mine in the exhibition, 
and said she had seen a print of me, but it looked much too youthful. 
Though she said nothing at all improper, I am inclined to doubt her 



DAVID WILKIE 


312 

character, as well as her motive for calling on me. It is altogether a 
strange matter.’ We fancy we can see the sedate young pamter of 
twenty-five bowing out the somewhat bold lady who would have 
Lked to remam to share his home. Now with his mother and sister 
at hand to add to his comforts and to keep off such visitors, Wilkie 
was able to resist all such attractions; and having passed through hs 
period of temptation he remained single to the- last, devoting himself 
wholly to the art he loved. 

He had exhibited his picture of ‘Blindman’s Buff’ (which he had 
taken in hand after ‘The Village Festival’) among his other works in 
Pall Mall. He finished it for the Academy exhibition of 1813, where, 
according to the rules of that body, he was on this occasion to act as 
one of the members of the hanging committee. Wilkie says on this 
occasion, ‘We had many a squabble, as you may suppose, during the 
arrangement, about who should have the best places; but as no one 
was admitted, this was all confined to ourselves, and although we 
had the interests of all the members to balance and take care of, as 
well as those of our own particular friends, and those of the many 
poor fellows who had no fiiends, we have adjusted them all so well 
that there is not a single complaint’: but he also adds with much 
naiveti, ‘The first persons we thought of were our own three selves, 
as you may suppose; and, acting on this principle, my picture of 
“Blindman’s Buff” was accordingly placed in the principal centre in 
the great room * — showing that he also knew how to take care of his 
own interests. Not that this is characteristic of the members of hanging 
committees, who often sacrifice their own works for those of their 
brother artists. When one of the writers was on the hanging com- 
mittee with LesUe, the latter withdrew a picture of his own to make 
way for one that, if not more deserving, would have injured its author 
more, if misplaced, than could be the case with the work of a painter 
so distinguished as Leslie. And it is pleasant here to record that on a 
similar occasion the same writer was assured that when a place could 
not be found on the line for his picture of ‘Ellen Orford’, Wilkie 
took down a picture of his own from the line, to give it a place. 

Wilkie’s next important pictures were ‘The Pedlar’, ‘The Letter of 
Introduction’ and the ‘Duncan Gray’. These two latter are of the 
same size, and originally the ‘Duncan Gray’ was painted in the same 
thin delicate manner, and of the same silvery tone, as ‘The Letter of 
Introduction’. Mulready, however, who was well acquainted with 
the painting of ‘Duncan Gray’, used to say that, when nearly finished. 
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Wilkie became enamoured of tone, and went all over tie picture widi 
asphaltum, painting into it, and repeating this process even a second 
time. The result was fatal to the picture; it cracked and went into a 
very sad state, of which a photographic record has been preserved. 
It is now in the South Kensington Museum. Mulready himself sat 
to Wilkie for the ‘Duncan Gray’, Mulready’s father for the father 
of the unwiUing damsel; and for her Wilkie’s sister sat. 

In 1814 Wilkie made his first trip to the Contiaent, remaining 
five or six weeks in France, where he visited the schools and galleries, 
but seems to have come back without being much impressed by 
French art. On his return he commenced the picture of ‘Distraining 
for Rent’, a work of great dramatic merit. ‘The Penny Wedding’ 
followed in 1819, and in 1820, the ‘Reading a Will’, a very charac- 
teristic subject, said to have been suggested to him by Jack Bannister, 
the comedian; it was a commission from the King of Bavaria, and 
almost the only instance in which a Bntish painter has been asked 
to paint for a foreign gallery. When Wilkie visited Munich in 1826, 
he mturaUy wished to see his picture, which was understood to have 
been hung with the works of the older masters, and to note how it 
stood in their company. 

But he found the king who had given him the commission dead, 
and the picture scaled up with the other royal treasures, preparatory 
to their sale. An apphcation to see his own work was, however, 
favourably received, and the seal of the apartment broken in the 
presence of a commissioner, who accompanied him for that purpose. 
Wilkie says of the work, ‘its look and hue gratified me exceedingly: 
it looked rich and powerful, and remarkably in harmony with the 
fine specimens of Dutch art which surrounded it’; he adds, ‘observed 
the picture had been varnished about a twelvemonth ago, on looking 
narrowly I could discover the beginning of small cracks in the 
varnish’. These cracks subsequently enlarged greatly; thirty years 
after they had become wide and deep; but in a second visit to Munich 
lately made (1888), on a careful inspection of the picture, the evil 
did not seem to be progressing. It is now among the modem works 
'in the new Pinacothek. 

He was now about to begin one of his most important pictures, one 
that eventually became almost historical, although not undertaken 
with that idea. He tells us that ‘in the summer of 1816, die year after 
the Battle of Waterloo’, the great duke requested to have a picture 
by him, the subject to be ‘British Soldiers Regaling at Chelsea’; and 
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he adds, ‘in justice to the duke as well as to myself, it is but right 
to state that the introduction of the Gazette was a subsequent idea of 
my own to unite the interest, and give importance to the business 
of the picture’. Above the soldiers a Jovial group, from the windows 
of the ‘Duke of York’, listen eagerly to catch the words of the reader. 
The composition is filled up with many figures — the negro bands- 
man, the one-legged veteran now turned civilian, the oyster wife 
opening her luxuries for their delectation, the Scottish Highlander, 
and the figures that lead the eye away mto the picture and the distance. 
The features of the background, while they are felicitously pictorial, 
are Hterally exact. 

This picture greatly advanced the painter’s fame. High and low 
flocked to see it. The soldiers to find out their comrades in arms, 
who in India, in the Peninsula, and finally at Waterloo, had fought 
with them under the command of the great captain. The pubhc were 
dehghted with it, the artists were equally delighted, and the visitors 
to the exhibition had to be railed off from it, waiting en queue their 
turn to pass in firont. It is one of Wilkie’s best pictures; in it he carried 
his early style to its completion. 

It is delightful, after seeing the decaying state of so many of Wilkie’-s 
works, to find this one, ‘Reading the Gazette of the Battle of 
Waterloo’, uncracked and sound. It has been what is technically 
called ‘painted into a glaze’ throughout, apparently bone brown, 
with perhaps, from the greyness of the half tints when they melt 
mto the shadows, the addition of a litde black. The heads have the 
appearance of being completed at once, and not gone over and over 
in seekmg expression. It is worth noting that this Waterloo picture, 
which has stood so well, has certainly been varnished. 

Wilkie’s next picture was a commission firom George IV, the 
‘Parish Beadle’, a beautiful picture for character, expression, and 
colour, although a Httle black in the shadows. It was to be a companion 
to ‘The Penny Wedding’ and ‘Blindman’s Buff’. His early art 
culminated in this work, still in the Royal Collection, with its 
companions. 

In 1823, Sir Henry Raeburn, who had been the King’s limner for 
Scotland, died, and Sir Robert Peel recommended WJkie to His 
Majesty for the appointment. The painter then began to work 
dihgendy on his historical picture of ‘The Royal Entrance into 
Holyrood’. His Majesty was pleased to approve of the choice, and 
promised to sit for it when the work was sufficiendy advanced. But 
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the King had his own idea of a dignified attitude, and posed to show 
how he received the keys of the seneschal: much to the distraction 
of the painter. Courtly sitters also troubled him, and the work 
proceeded slowly; nevertheless he laboured on, paying another visit 
to Scodand, to sketch the details for die picture and at the same time 
having an eye to the subject on which he had set his heart, ‘The 
Preaching of Knox’.^ While in Scodand he was induced to undertake 
a life-size whole-length portrait of Lord Kellie — ^wishing, as he says 
to his brother, ‘to have the practice of painting large, in case I 
should have anything to paint for the Kmg in the same way^ 

An accumulation of family sorrows weighed heavily at this time 
on the sensitive mind of the painter, already overtaxed by his art 
labours, and, tried by undeserved pecuniary troubles, this caused 
his old malady to return upon him; he managed to finish some small 
works for the exhibition, and then was advised to seek a renewal of 
his health in foreign travel and an entire cessation firom his art. 

Wilkie set out for Paris, wintered in Rome and Naples, visited 
Germany and tried the TepHtz baths in the summer, and the following 
winter revisited Rome, where he found himself once more able again 
to paint about the end of the month of April. 

During the summer he made some short stay in Geneva, still pro- 
gressing with his art, and then resolved, instead of returning, to pay a 
visit to Spain, almost an unknown land to that generation of artists. 
He arrived in Madrid early in October 1827, was delighted with the 
novelty of Spanish art — ^looked much at Velazquez, an artist then 
but imperfecdy known out of Spain — ^painted several pictures, now 
in the Royal Collection — and writing home to his sister, says: ‘Will 
the London pubHc, with my former style in recollection, judge of 
these new subjects, and new manner of treating them, with the same 
favour as those who see them now for the first time ? This is what I 
mean to try. I have now, firom the study of the old masters, adopted 
a bolder and more effective style; and one result is rapidity. The 
quantity of work I have got through, all seem surprised at. If it 
excites the same interest in London that it does here, it wiU probably 
bring better times.’ On leaving Spain, he said: ‘I return highly satisfied 
with my journey. The seven months and ten days passed in Spain 
I may reckon as the best employed time of my professional life.’ 

Wilkie’s illness, and the foreign journey that it necessitated, brought 
to a close the first period of his art. The position he now occupied as 
^ National Gallery of Scotland, Edinburgh. 
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King*s limner opened up a new species of labour, and a new source of 
profit, which he would no doubt have followed out, even without 
the stimulant of his foreign observations. As his difficulties increased, 
arising firom his long abstention from painting, his losses from over- 
trading capitalists, or from the misfortunes of his relatives, he began 
to find his early art too laborious; he felt, as Cunningham says, ‘that 
if he continued to work in his usual laborious style of detail and 
finish, he should never achieve independence’; and while these 
thoughts troubled him, he saw the master works of Velazquez, and 
instandy became a worshipper. 

Most of the pictures actually painted in Spain are in the possession 
of Her Majesty. They are all treated in a brown key, and they seem 
completed at once; they arc fine in general effect and tone, and have a 
Spanish air about them, but are more defective in drawing than his 
earher works. The best of the series is, however, that of the ‘Two 
Spanish Monks m the Cathedral of Toledo’, which he painted in 
England. The Spanish pictures are much loaded in the brown darks, 
but not so much so as ‘The Confessional’, and they are all equally 
uncracked. Painted in Madrid, as we find from the journal, and from 
the painter *s signature to the works, he was perhaps out of the way 
of colourmen’s materials — and his pictures are the sounder for it. 

When these pictures were exhibited, they raised a storm of 
criticism; all reverted to his early art, and to the class of subjects 
which had won him fame, and few were ready to admit that the 
change was for the better. But although the art world, true to its 
first love, hesitated to consider Wilbe’s change of style an improve- 
ment, we, who at a distance of time compare the two, are able to give 
a less biased judgement, and can find many beauties in these works. 
It is rarely that an artist goes so completely out of himself as did 
Wilkie; between Mulready’s first and last style there was almost as 
great a change, but it was very gradual. Wilkie made the contrast 
far more starding by the sudden change. He had begun to loosen 
his hand before leaving England, as we see by ‘The Pensioners’, 
but on and after his Spanish journey he not only ignored all executive 
finish, but considered it as tending to bad art. 

It must be allowed that there is great beauty in the rich tone, and 
the mellifluent melting of the colour into it, in these latter works ; and 
we have already said that the subjects chosen are of a higher class; 
but the rich tone was obtained at too great a sacrifice of permanency; 
and in choosing historical rather than merely dramatic subjects. 
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Wilkie shut himself out from his strongest quality — character. More- 
over, there can be little doubt that the change led him out of his 
depth and beyond his powers. Although he drew readily and imitated 
his model well, he never was a good draughtsman, and when he 
attempted beauty his defects became apparent; still more so when he 
increased the size of his pictures, and introduced figures of the scale 
of Hfe. 

For a time after his return Wilkie was much occupied in painting 
portraits, many of them being of the Royal Family. In the early part 
of the year 1830, Sir Thomas Lawrence died, and many thought 
Wilkie ought to be his successor, but it is said that only one vote, 
that of his devoted fiiend CoUins, was given for him. Wilkie himself 
was wise enough to swallow quietly his disappointment, if it were 
one, and to busy himself with his portraits, and his long-delayed 
picture of the preaching of the great Scottish reformer. It proved 
one of the most successful pictures of his second style. 

At the time the Knox was on the easel, the celebrated Edward 
Irving was pouring forth his fervid eloquence to warn a London 
audience of the second advent of our Lord. Hurried away by his 
own eamesmess, his action was often perfectly unrestrained. Wilkie 
studied him for the great reformer; the action he has chosen we 
have often seen when Irving in Regent Square was preaching his 
sermons on the ‘perilous times’, and he even sat to Wilkie for the 
expressive head. 

As usual the painter visited the locality of his picture. He found the 
pulpit of the great reformer stowed away, in company with the 
gallows, in a cellar of the old town; and one of Wilkie’s young friends 
made a careful drawing of it for his use. For this picture Wilkie 
resorted to another expedient to enable him to get the fullest im- 
pression of his subject. To study the light and shade, and the relative 
rehef of the several groups and figures, he modelled them small, 
draped them, and placed them in a box fitted up to represent the 
interior of St. Andrews. 

As a portrait painter, Wilkie succeeded worst in the most important 
part. When first painted, his portraits looked well as pictures; the 
colour and general distribution being mostly agreeable; but the heads 
wanted drawing, and worse stiH, high character. Wilkie had not the 
power of either Reynolds or Gainsborough to seize the mental 
characteristics of his sitter, or to give the best expression; in some 
cases the heads look as if the painter had in vain endeavoured to coax 
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the paint into a reluctant likeness: the hair is also a difficulty, it seems 
full of a fatty pomade, stiff and colourless. No doubt portraits added 
gready to his mcome, but as surely litde to his fame. In i836,William 
IV bestowed on him the honour of knighthood, and when he died, 
and Queen Victoria came to the throne, Wilkie retained his office in 
the household, and was required to paint Her Majesty’s first coundl; 
a subject of high interest, but carried out too quickly to be entirely 
satisfactory: the present state of this work, we grieve to say, is most 
deplorable. 

In the autumn of 1840, Wilkie suddenly determined on a voyage 
to the East, In the full practice of liis profession, with commissions 
for pictures and portraits uncompleted, he resolved to visit the 
localities of the sacred narrative, and, as a painter, to try to realize 
for himself, as much as possible, the scenery and accessories of 
Scripture history. 

He started by way of The Hague, Cologne, Munich and Vienna, 
and, dwelling with renewed pleasure on the works of art in the 
countries he passed through, he reached Constantinople on 4 October 
1840. Here he was delayed some time on account of the war in Syria, 
and made use of his somewhat enforced leisure to paint the Sultan. 
He reached Jerusalem on 27 February; there, and in the neighbour- 
hood, he remained about five weeks. On his return, while at 
Alexandria, he began a portrait of the Pasha of Egypt, and after 
his long absence wearied for home. 

Wilkie left Alexandria in the Oriental steamer, apparendy in his 
usual health. He had had occasional attacks of iUness on his voyage, 
but nothing serious; at Malta, however, he cominitted an imprudence 
in eating fniits and ices, and had an attack of some complaint in the 
stomach; it yielded apparendy to the care of the surgeon, but recurred 
during the night previous to the vessel’s leaving the island. Wilkie 
was found fast sinking when the ship cleared the harbour, and died 
within an hour, on i June 1841. The vessel put back, but the authonties 
would not allow the body to be landed; and that same evening it was 
committed to the deep with all due rites and honours. His fame and 
its due commemoration was left to the care of his countrymen; but 
his mortal remains it was not given to them to enshrine. 

Had Wilkie lived to return to England with the sketches he had 
made during his visit to the East, we may presume that he would 
have again changed his class of subjects and his style of treating them, 
if not his mode of execution. He would not only have painted 
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Oriental but most likely religious subjects. But it was ordained 
otherwise, and we can only speculate upon the effect his new views 
on these subjects might have had on the world. 

In person, Wilkie was tall and somewhat ungainly in figure, and he 
was ever of a pale and colourless complexion. His art was of a character 
particularly laborious, and his health was unequal; this, and perhaps 
his native temperament, made him firugal; but he was very just, and 
generous even in his justice, in fulfilling his engagements. 

Wilkie s mind was very slow, but fixed itself pertinaciously on any 
subject, and this led him to brood on whatever struck him. Like all 
Scotsmen, he was not alive to pun or equivoque. We have heard 
Sir Augustus Wall Calico tt tell curious stories of this lack of readiness. 
On one occasion, when they had been at an evening party at Sir 
John Swinburne’s, and came away together, Wilkie sat in the cab, 
entirely absorbed and silent. After some time he suddenly cried out, 

‘ Verra good! Vena good!’ and on his companion asking him what 
was very good, Wilkie spelt out and put together a little witty 
equivoque whose sparkle had amused the company in the early part 
of the evening, and of which Wilkie had been chewing the undigested 
cud, unable to comprehend it, until he was half way on his road 
home from the party. 

He was fond of soaety— -especially the society of his brother 
artists, and he entered with great earnestness into any amusements 
connected with art; we frequently find him masquerading while in 
Rome. 

His early art certainly made a great impression on the English 
school; showing how Dutch art might be nationalized, and story and 
sentiment added to scenes of common life treated with truth and 
individuality. As to his middle time, such pictures as the ‘John Knox* 
also had their influence on the school, and the new mode of execution 
as supported by Wdkie’s authority had a very evil influence; bringing 
discredit upon English pictures as entirely wanting in permanency. 
His methods and the pigments he used were soon discarded in 
England; but at the time they influenced, and have continued to 
influence, his countrymen long after his death. 
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WILLIAM MULREADY AND THOMAS WEBSTER 

We resume the narrative of Mulready’s art from the completion of 
liis student career. As far as we can trace him by the pictures he 
exhibited, he first came before the world as a landscape painter, and 
for some time exhibited such works rather than subject pictures. 
We find his name in the Royal Academy catalogue for the fcst time 
in 1804, appended to three landscapes. In 1805 he exhibited three 
landscapes, and in 1806, four. But in this year there was a great 
change in the execution of his pictures: the careful, precise and rather 
minute execution of his former works was changed for one somewhat 
larger and broader, but approaching mannerism in the use of the 
browns, and m the mode of painting into a brown key. It is evident 
that he was not satisfied with this new manner~no doubt adopted 
from some of the more advanced painters of the day— as he soon 
reverted to his own elaborate mode of viewing nature, and with slight 
modifications he persevered to the end in this treatment of his art. 

In 1807, together with one or two landscapes, Mulready exhibited 
his first subject picture, ‘Old Kaspar’, from Southey’s poem of The 
Battle of Blenheim, It is a small work (about io| inches square) on 
panel, and has an interest from being his first figure picture, rather 
than from any intrinsic excellence as a work of art. It is sohdly and 
crisply painted, with the evident want of knowledge of a beginner, 
but showing that the painter had looked to his Dutch predecessors. 
It has stood well, and it is still fresh, although it has failed a little in 
tie darks. The composition, light and dark, and even the colour, 
have been well considered; but there is a great want of truth and of 
knowledge of the constructive details in the parts of the cottage 
shown in the background: a want soon overcome by the painter’s 
great perceptive imitation. There is a foreshadowing of his future 
finish in the hair and beard of the old man. 

In 1808, Mulready was again a contributor to the exhibition of the 
Royal Academy, both of landscapes and figure pictures; and one of 
these, ‘The Ratde’, is painted very much in the manner of Teniers, 
except that the background is more solid. It is executed with a flat 
crisp touch, very little gla2ing or scumbling, and with no appearance 
of the stippled manner of his latter years, but a dexterous onceness, 
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such as the Dutch master was so well skilled in. The scheme of light 
and dark is like Teniers, and all the colour is focused to a single 
object in the foreground. Though a small work, it ranks him at 
once as an artist. 

But at the time this was exhibiting Mulfeady had a work of yet 
more importance on his easel, perhaps far advanced, his first large 
picture, which he sent to the British Institution: induced to do so, 
most probably, by the prizes offered by the directors on this occasion. 

This picture of Mulready’s, to which the directors of the Institution 
preferred one by Michael W. Sharpe, is ‘The Carpenter’s Shop and 
Kitchen’, and it is the painter’s first important figure picture. The story 
told is very simple. The wife of the workman, neither pretty nor young, 
sits beside the fire in the living-room; her little son is asleep on her lap, 
and the father has come from his work-bench to have a loving look at 
his yoimgest child; on the other side of the fireplace is an older boy, 
with his back to the spectator. These constitute the materials of the 
picture, which is a litde history of a workman’s life, true firom its 
very homeliness, and touching, because without any false sentiment. 

In this picture the system and principles of the Dutch masters Jan 
Steen and Teniers are seen to have been well studied and clearly imder- 
stood. How well has the painter appreciated their principle of giving 
great breadth to the light, and accumulating it round his principal 
group. Also that of spreading his warm colour, his reds by yellows 
into hght, as in the red dress of the carpenter’s wife and the yellow 
firock of her sleeping child; while the cooler light of the fireplace 
expands and enlarges that of the group; the red also is sedulously 
carried round the picture by all the Httle art devices of the masters 
whose works our painter had so far built upon, and which they knew 
so well how to use, and how to conceal. The execution of the picture, 
still of the same character as ‘The Rattle’, is sincere and masterly, 
painted at once, and with a degree of easy freedom, and great com- 
pletion in the accessories; which indeed are carried further than the 
figures in point of finish, and speak the future art of the painter: 
thus the texture of the coarse shawl of the woman, the cradle, the 
old worsted stockings turned into sleeves for the working waistcoat 
of the carpenter, are wrought like miniature painting, while they 
have also the higher finish of keeping. The picture in its present state 
looks a Httle spotty, as the darks have somewhat lost their richness; 
but when painted it must have been thought a striking picture for 
a young man of twenty-two. 
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Mulready’s ‘Carpenter’s Shop* was an attempt to compete with 
the popular favourite Wilkie, and, as far as it went, was a very 
successful attempt; but as yet he had not sought to give character, 
expression or even much action, all of which are to be found in the 
pictures of his rival, such as the ‘Blind Fiddler’ and the ‘Rent Day’. 

We may very well suppose that Wilkie’s friends, one of whom 
does not hesitate to call him ‘a consummate dramatist — the only one 
who had appeared since the days of Hogarth’, had not failed to make 
these objections against Mulready, for we find him m his next pictures 
making an effort to show that he was quite capable of achieving these 
qualities also. In i8ii, he produced his picture of ‘The Barber’s Shop’, 
in which the execution is perhaps less refined than ‘The Carpenter’s 
Shop’, while it has less apparent finish with far more of local truth; 
but the great advance is in character and expression. 

During this period the painter must have had a hard struggle to 
live. His family was increasing (all his four sons were bom before 
Muheady was twenty-four years of age), and there were tunes when 
— ^the country at that time being engaged in a long and costly war — 
the necessaries of life were at famine prices; while the purchasers of 
pictures were few in number, and the prices obtamed insigni£cant as 
compared with those of our day. It must have been about this 
period that the painter assisted Sir Robert Ker Porter in getting up 
his panorama of Seringapatam, and occasionally painted on the 
scenery of the Lyceum, then under the management of Arnold. 
He also found purchasers for his landscapes. No doubt Mulready 
also taught at this time, as in later days; and from all these sources 
he noanaged to make a sufficient income to support his rising family* 

It is not our intention to give a description of the many fine works 
of this great painter, but simply to describe his progress in art; and 
perhaps it may be as well, before proceedmg further, to advert to his 
power as a landscape painter, the direct practice of which art he al- 
most concluded at this period. In landscape, as in figure subjects, he 
would no doubt have attained to the first rank had he continued to 
practise it; but after the picture of ‘Boys Fishing’, painted in 1813, we 
have no pure landscapes by him for nearly forty years, till in 1852 he 
painted the ‘Bkckheath Park’, being the view from the front gate 
of the house in which Mr. Sheepshanks then resided. 

Though he would no doubt have achieved excellence as a landscape 
painter, he would perhaps have been rather imitative than inventive. 
The ‘Boys Fishing’, the background of the ‘Punch’, and of ‘The 
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Fight Interrupted’, show his best early manner: broad, flat, and 
somewhat empty. Mulready’s works at this tune are very highly 
finished, but all the finish is thoroughly subservient to breadth and 
general elFect. Callcott used to say: ‘Finish as much as you please, if 
you can keep the parts of your picture in their right place’. And 
Mulready, who was his neighbour, and no doubt had often heard 
this doctrine laid down, had felt its truth, and duly attended to it. In 
his latter days Mulready changed his views somewhat, and the finish 
in his landscapes is rather too apparent. 

Passing over his ‘Punch’, we come to the ‘Idle Boys’ and ‘The 
Fight Interrupted’, produced in an important year of the painter’s 
life. The first of these pictures, which from the greater facility of the 
execution might be thought the later of the two works, were it not 
for the order in which they were exhibited, was sent to the Royal 
Academy in 1815, and was no doubt the cause of his being chosen an 
associate at the election which took place in November. It is a perfect 
work for arrangement, strong action, expression, and suitable colour. 
The schoolmaster seated at his desk, to which he has summoned the 
two offenders, has a very characteristic head (the painter’s father sat 
for it) ; his face is red and angry, his appearance that of one who would 
rule by fear rather than by love, and he has just administered a tingling 
blow on the palm to one of the urchins who has been detected playing 
in school hours. There is a slight change in the execution of this 
picture; in some places the ground is seen through a semi-solid paint- 
ing, as in the coat of the boy who waits for punishment, the master’s 
desk, and in parts of the background; true glazings also are adopted, 
as in the master’s cap, the green breeches of the beaten boy, and the 
green back of the master’s chair. ‘The Fight Interrupted* was in a 
forward state at the time of Mulready ’s election to the associateship: 
it was ready to exhibit in 1816 as a justification of the Academy’s 
choice. But higher honours awaited him: the members, alive to the 
talent of the young painter, selected him for the full membership of 
the Academy in die February following his election as associate; a 
course of which dxere is no subsequent instance. 

It was fortunate that he was ready with the most perfect picture in 
his first manner, to justify to the public the wisdom of the choice 
In ‘The Fight Interrupted’, the story is well and simply told; the big 
bully of the school soimdly thrashed by one of the lesser boys, ovei 
whom he had endeavoured to tyrannize, is but too glad of the oppor- 
tune arrival of the Dominie. Mulready *s children were by this time 
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grown into boys and did their part m standing as models for this 
fine work. 

The execution and handling are the same as in his earlier pictures; it 
IS true there are some mdications of glazing, but it is used to enhance 
and enrich colour rather than to produce it. The red cap of the boy 
addressing the master is the only instance of colour produced direct 
firom the white ground, as in his later pictures; but this bit of painting 
was renewed in i86i, when Muheady had the picture in order to 
restore one or two injuries it had received before it came into Mr. 
Sheepshanks's possession.^ From this time we begin to trace a change 
towards a manner far more peculiarly his own; gradual at first but 
afterwards more strongly marked. 

It is unnecessary to follow Mulready year by year, and picture by 
picture; we rather propose to show the changes that took place in his 
art as he advanced in life and increased in knowledge. 

Between 1822 and 1832 the painter seemed to be feeling his way to 
a new mode of execution. Hitherto he had painted at once and firom 
the object; now he began to work from drawings and studies. Al- 
though the change resulted in givmg us a number of pictures of a 
character wholly different from any others in the Enghsh school, it 
did not at first appear one for the better. Of the transition time there 
are tliree illustrative works, ‘The Travelling Druggist', ‘The Origin 
of a Painter', and ‘Firing the Cannon’. In these the crispness of 
al-primo painting is almost gone, and a degree of woollmess through- 
out has resulted from the mode of execution. The colour is obtained 
by glazing over a prepared ground, as in the robe of the rhubarb 
merchant, the leaves of the vine over the door, or the ycUow shawl 
in wliich the sick boy is wrapped. Some process has been used to 
give texture to the prepared ground, either by stabbing, pressing 
cloth on the wet layer of paint, or some such means. On this the 
design seems made out in brown; Mulready’s son Michael said bone- 
brown was used, and that himself and his brother burned the bones to 
make it: the brown ground in all the three pictures predominates too 
much. The ground in ‘The Druggist’ is very thin, and has gathered 
into small pin-holes; and in ‘The Origin of a Painter’, into sharp, 
wiry cracks. This failure may be noticed in the other works, and seems 
to result firom the vehicle used, since ‘The Druggist’ has faded also 
in the solid painting; as in the breeches of the sick boy, and the dress 
of the mother. The use of bone-brown to lay m the chiaroscuro of 

^ The Sheepshanks Collection is now in the Victoria and Albert Museum. 
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the picture, is one of the features of his new mode of working. The 
weakness arising from painting from drawings is most evident in the 
girl with the skipping-rope, in the sick boy, the dog, and the foliage 
over the door. 

In 1828, Mulready exhibited the picture of ‘The Interior of an 
English Cottage ^ in which he seems to have completely overcome 
the difficulties of the new methods he had adopted. He had obtained 
a perfect vehicle and durable pigments; the textural preparation of 
the ground has been laid aside and a semi-solid execution direct jGrom 
the white ground is substituted. This picture deserves great study: 
the treatment of the intenor is wonderfully luminous, and the look- 
out from the window into the open beyond is very true to the efiect 
of hght; the cottage is full of material, all adequately finished without 
over-apparent labour, all truly in keeping and properly subordinate 
to its position m the picture and the general effect. The light in the 
distance is very low in tone, yet it looks brilliant; the greatest dark, 
clearing up all the darks in the picture, is that of the black cat in the 
foreground: the scale of light and dark, from the sky to the black of 
the cat, is very much diminished by this lowness of tone, but there is 
no light at aU approachmg that of the sky in brightness, no dark equal 
to the cat in intensity. This is one of the few pictures of sentiment 
which Mulready painted, and it is full of beauty and the pleasant quiet 
of the sweet evening hour. 

‘The Seven Ages’, which shordy followed, is the picture of the 
greatest pretension that the painter undertook; but it can hardly be 
called a success, nor does it form a mark in his practice: nevertheless, 
being incomplete, it is a picture diat reveals some of his methods. All 
the work seems carried out from drawings, or completed without 
referring direct to nature; but this procedure is more concealed than 
in his former works. The colour is produced by transparent painting 
over a shghdy prepared ground, on which die lights are heightened 
and rendered with impasto; or by painting solidly a pale version of 
the colour sought, and then gla2iag it into richness. The mode is 
best seen on the left of the picture (the spectator’s right), where the 
work is not carried so far as on the right. Thus the hose of the lover 
have been laid in of a reddish hue, then delicately glazed, and some 
of the colour wiped off, leaving it in the texture of the painting, and 
afterwards the folds enriched by the same means. The buildings on 
the left, the cap of the bowing pantaloon, and the ground on that 
side of the picture are evidently unfinished; while the justice, the 
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flitting peasants, the buildings, and landscape on the other side of the 
picture, are perhaps carried up to the tone and strength to which 
Mulready would have wrought the whole had he taken up the picture 
again. This he much wished to do after the picture left Mr. Sheep- 
shanks’s possession, but time and opportunity never served. The 
pictures of ‘Bob Cherry’ and ‘The Sonnet’, which followed, are 
painted on a white ground so thinly that in many places the pendl 
lines by which the parts are drawn in show through the painting. 
Mulready had now arrived at the perfection of his second manner. 
The works completed by him between 1839 and 1848 are the most 
perfect in story, colour and execution of any of his productions. 
The chiaroscuro is excellent, the colour rich and jewel-hke, the 
execution refinecf and perfect of its kind. ‘The Whistonian Con- 
troversy’ is somewhat hot, but it is most agreeable as a whole, full 
and harmonious, and in the furthest possible way removed from 
paintiness. An autumnal hue seems to pervade the picture, suitable 
to the ease-loving age of the disputants; while ‘Choosing the 
Wedding Gown’ is fresher and more spring-like in colour, agreeing 
with the opening life of the young vicar and his fair and notable wife. 
In this picture the full force of the palette is given— the brightest 
vermihon, the richest green, the purest ultramarine; yet all are 
thoroughly harmonized. Some of the colours are obtained by rich 
glazings; some by painting the semi-solid pigments directly over 
the pure white ground of the panel; and the Venetian methods have 
been better understood than by any painter of our school. The 
discrimination of the textures, also, as seen in these two pictures, 
is well worth a careful study. The parchment books and table-cover 
in the first, the rich stuffs at the foot of the tradesman’s counter in 
the second; while the end of the counter itself is curious, and shows 
that it is an imitation of imitative mahogany; what a nice distinction 
to achieve in its pictorial reproduction! But the picture by which 
the painter himself considered he had arrived at the greatest excellence 
is the ‘Train up a Child’, painted m 1841, just before ‘The Whis- 
tonian Controversy’, 

After 1846, Mulready’s art increased in finish, but decreased m 
power. ‘The Mother and Child’, his last completed work, is timid 
and inclined to prettiness, and his ‘Toy Seller’, left unfinished at his 
death, is an evidence of labour wrongly applied. 

It would be very desirable to have a thorough record of Mulready’s 
vehicles, and his methods of using them in the production of his 
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pictures. Having early become convinced, of the danger of using 
asphaltum, he wholly abandoned it after i8i6; he also gave up the 
use of mastic magylph, and, latterly, painted with copal, and he was 
extremely careful that one painting should be dry before another 
was placed over it. He was very minute in his execution, usitig a 
powerful glass to look at his work. His palette was of the smallest 
dimensions, and often contained only the one or two colours or tints 
of the drapery on which he was worldng. In his early pictures he 
used the colour freely, and with a broad, flat manner of handling; 
but in his later works he inclined more to stippling, although he 
managed to hide the method when the work was complete. 

We must not overlook his remarkable powers as a draughtsman. 
This is evidenced in his early studies for his pictures, his sketches for 
backgrounds, and details of birds, plants, foliage, etc.; but latterly he 
gave great attention to drawing the figure, and developed a remark- 
able style. It has already been said that Mulready made careful 
cartoons, finished in black and red chalk, for some of his works. 
These drawings led the painter to the use of the same means in 
working from the living model, and resulted in a series of studies 
made after 1846. It was the painter’s view that all the characteristics 
of the model chosen should be strictly attended to, and that it was 
no part of the student’s business, in drawing from the nude, to mould 
it to some preconceived idea, to the proportions or idealization of 
the antique. Yet in rehgiously following out this plan of study, 
nature is rarely represented otherwise than beautiful. 

Mulready was ever a willing and diligent visitor in the Ufe-school, 
and, like Etty, was always a worker there. The earnest and careful 
study which these drawings evidence, many of them made before 
the eyes of the students, should lay the foundation for better drawing 
in the British school. During the painter’s life-time the Department 
of Science and Art purchased several of the best of his life-studies, 
for the use of the schools of art throughout the land, and both the 
Royal Academy and the Department were purchasers at the sale 
after his death. The sight of such earnest works ought to be extremely 
useful, and it is to be hoped that students will not merely copy the 
manner, but be led to imitate the deep study by which such excellence 
was achieved. 

AH the painter’s last years were passed at Kensington, first in the Alall, 
and afterwards at No. i Linden Grove, Bayswater, which he moved 
into when these buildings were erected in 1827 by Mr. Alison, who 
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built a painting-room according to Mulready’s plans and directions. 
Here he resided until his death in 1863, leading a sort of half-hermit 
life, latterly with his son Michael, who tended him to the last, was 
with him when he died, and was no doubt the chief depository of 
all his views and wishes. 

But if his life was a solitary one, and a life of labour, he had at least 
the happiness of working at his beloved art to the very last; and may, 
to the very last, have been said to have extended some section of art- 
practice. Thus his wonderful hfc-studies were almost entirely the 
work of the last ten or twelve years. When above seventy-five years 
of age, he set himself to practise drawing hands and heads rapidly 
in pen and ink, at the little hfe-school, held by the painters of the 
neighbourhood at Kensington- T had lost somewhat of my power in 
that way,’ said he, ‘but I have got it up again: it won’t do to let these 
things go.* Large canvases were in his rooms, and during the last two 
or three years of his life he laboured diligently on his large repetition 
of the ‘Toy Seller’ ; laboured, it may be truly said, for his art was not 
fitted for works of the life size; as this picture most clearly shows, both 
in its execution and in the wonderful studies he prepared for it. 

He died with his mind clear, and his faculties unimpaired; perfectly 
aware of the insidious disease to which he was subject, he yet hoped 
to fight off its attacks by his resolute will, and did not consider his 
end so near. The week before he died he attended a committee meet- 
ing of the Royal Academy, and took an active part in some animated 
discussions; we accompanied him on his way home, and in crossing 
Waterloo Place, Muheady had one of his spasmodic attacks; seizing 
our arms, he remained motionless in the middle of the road for about 
two minutes, regardless of the vehicles that thronged by. After a 
period of apparently absolute powerlessness, he exclaimed: Tt is 
over now; I know well when I have conquered it: ’tis all right, I shall 
have no more’; and when we reached the comer where our roads 
diverged, he was deaf to our request to allow us to see him home. 
That night week he was again at the committee, apparently well— 
at least without pain. Again we proposed to walk away together, 
but he remarked that Hardwicke was such an invalid that he thought 
it right to convoy him on his way, and they left together. This was 
at eleven o’clock at night; at seven the next morning, 7 July 1863, 
Mulready was at rest. 

Perhaps we shall be pardoned for including here a notice of Thomas 
Webster, R.A., and deferring our return to LesUe till the next chapter. 
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A younger man tkan Mukeady by fourteen years, Thomas Webster, 
R,A., was still, in an art sense, his contemporary, though he long 
survived his fnend. Webster was bom in Pimlico, 20 March 1800. 
His father was a member of George Ilfs household, and resolved that 
his son shotild become a musician. But, though young Webster began 
his musical career as a Chapel Royal choir boy, he never took to 
music as a profession, and decidedly preferred the sister art. When 
his voice broke, his father, who was a trusted servant in the royal 
household, procured for his son a place at Windsor as ‘Clerk of the 
Buttery’. His duties here were cut short by the death of George III, 
when he narrowly escaped receiving a pension for life of twenty 
pounds a year. This he always looked upon as a very fortunate thing, 
as he at once resolved to set to work to become a painter. He was a 
great favourite with the Princesses Mary and Sophia. They had already 
noticed his powers of drawing, in fact he made all the patterns for 
Princess Sophia’s embroidery, which he found not a little tiresome; 
he also tried her portrait, when, as he used humorously to relate, he 
was obhged to make her sit on the arm of the sofa, as his powers of 
drawing were not strong enough to enable him to place her on the 
sofa itself! The Princess however kindly forwarded his wishes, and 
by introducing him to Fuseli probably decided for him the best way 
of learning his art. Fuseli was at this time keeper to the Royal 
Academy, which was located at Somerset House. He approved of 
young Webster’s works on their being shown to him, but told him 
he was not sufficiently forward to become a student in the Academy 
schools. Fuseli, however, gave him permission to draw in the great 
hall from the antique models placed there, and in due time Webster 
gained his studentship. Besides this, in 1824. he took the gold medal 
in the school of painting for an oil painting from a Vandyck lent 
by the trustees of the Dulwich Gallery for the students to copy. 
Webster used to tell how John Jackson, R.A., who was then visitor 
in the school, and a painter of great merit, helped him much with 
his work, actually painting on it a good deal himself; this in those 
easy times was considered no bar however to young Webster’s 
taking the medal for his copy. 

On beginning his art career Webster painted life-sized portraits, 
exhibiting a portrait group in 1825, while he was still a student. 
Rather a curious incident led to his first undertaking those subjects 
of schoolboy life for which he afterwards became so celebrated. 
He had an artist friend who was a great colourist, but who had no 
M 
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invention, and he confided to Webster that when he had to set about 
a design for a picture, he was, notwithstanding his powers of colour, 
at a dead loss, he never could arrange his composition. On hearing 
this, Webster offered to make him a design, and setting to work, 
produced a sketch of a scene of mischief (boys fixing a toy cannon 
at a girl's doll). Webster was so pleased with this sketch that instead 
of giving it to his friend he resolved to paint it himself. When com- 
pleted, the picture was exhibited at the British Gallery in 1827, under 
the title of ‘Rebels Shooting a Prisoner’, and at once made a mark. 
He followed it up the next year fay a companion picture, and always 
afterwards devoted himself to that particular kind of subject — the 
firoKcs and mischievousness of the British school-boy, whose varied 
moods Webster depicted with much genial humour and a thorough 
appreciation of the vagaries, tricks and games of his model. Perhaps 
the two pictures by which the artist is best known to this generation 
are ‘The Smile’ and ‘The Frown’, exhibited in 1841, taken from 
Goldsmith’s familiar lines on the schoolmaster in the Deserted Village. 
Other well-known works are ‘The Village School’, exhibited in 
1833, ‘Foot Ball’, 1839, *The Boy with Many Friends’, sent to the 
British Institution in 1843. In 1840 he exhibited ‘Punch’, which is 
full of individual character and much quaint humour; this probably 
gained him his associateship, for he was elected an A.R.A. in 1840, 
and always afterwards sent his principal pictures to the Academy 
exhibitions, such as ‘The Truant’, ‘A Dame School’ and ‘The Village 
Choir’, which latter is in the Sheepshanks Gallery, ^ and is an ad- 
mirable bit of quiet humour. 

In 1849 he exhibited at the Royal Academy ‘The Boys on the 
Shde’; he was, while at work on this picture, laid up with gout, his 
great enemy, in consequence of standing in thin shoes upon the pond’s 
brink to study the effect of reflections on the ice. Just as he was getting 
a htde better, another firost set in, which, as the season was mild, he 
feared might be the last. How to obtain one or two more studies was 
the question; at last he hit upon the expedient of being wrapped up 
in blankets, tucked mto a Bath chair, and wheeled to the pond’s side. 
There firom the little window of his narrow vehicle he made some 
useful memoranda which enabled him to complete his picture. 

On the occasion of his parents’ golden wedding, Webster painted 
a charming little portrait of them side by side on a small canvas. 
This is to our thinking one of his best paintings, and it was a great 
^ Victoria and Albert Museum, London. 
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satisfaction to leam that on his death he had bequeathed it to the 
National Gallery. 

Webster’s method of painting was the same as that practised by 
Wilkie and Mulready, and by the artists of that day, who took Teniers 
and the Flemish school for their models. He painted on a white 
ground, and laid in his shadows in the first place with umber or some 
brown ; he was careful to keep his shadows transparent, and to 
preserve his ground, especially in the lights. When he had to make 
any alteration, he scraped down at once to the panel or canvas, so as 
to avoid in repainting any loss of the whiteness of his ground. But 
in his best days he painted with exceeding facility and was extremely 
expeditious with his work. He made, as before stated, a sketch of 
his subject, frequently in oil, and a careful drawing of his model, 
which he transferred to his canvas and painted in almost at once. Of 
course as he grew older, and suffered much from gout in his hands, 
his pictures grew more laboured. He did not excel as a colourist, and 
some of his drawing is a litde wooden. As a rule in his works he 
avoids strong colours and any violent contrasts ; this may be because 
he was a little doubtful of his own powers. He warmly advisedkeeping 
a good picture, if possible by some great master, in the studio while 
painting, both as a rest and a guide to the eye while at work. Webster 
was elected a full member of ie Academy m 1 846. At this time he was 
hving in the Mall at Kensington, at one time he had the house next 
to CaHcott’s there, and not being then acquainted with the landscape 
painter, acknowledged that he felt a trifle jealous at the number of 
carriages waiting before that academician’s doors on the show days 
before the pictures went into the Royal Academy. Later on, however, 
they became friends, and Callcott showed him many kindnesses. 
Webster found the year of the Reform BiU, 1832, a very trying one; 
the depression in trade reacted upon the artists, and they found it 
difficult to sell their pictures; when, however, Webster’s fame was 
more surely established, he made large sums by his works. He left 
London in 1856 for Cranbrook in Kent, where he resided till his 
death, a period of nearly thirty years. His health was at first much 
benefited by a coiontry life, and he painted away with great vigour. 
He lost his fot wife in 1857, hut remarried shortly a lady who, besides 
making him an excellent wife, watched over his declining years with 
the greatest kindness and devotion. 

In disposition Webster was the most amiable and genial of men, 
a true fidend, and much beloved by his brother artists. He dehghted 
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in anecdotes of himself and other people, which he told with lively 
humour unalloyed by sarcasm. He was a member of the Etching Club, 
and his stories at their meetings were a source of great amusement 
to the members. He was also one of a band who, after the pictures 
were sent into the Academy, used to go off for a day’s pleasure in the 
country. On one occasion he related an amusing incident which had 
happened to himself when a youth whUe out for a day’s ramble 
with his brother at Domey. At that time the old stocks stood before 
the village irm, down sat Webster on the vagrant seat and thrust his 
feet fairly into the stocks, aided by his brother, who raised the upper 
bar for him, and then letting it down found too late that the whole 
fastened with a spring. Behold the future painter made fast in the 
stocks, where he had to remain one hour and a half, as the village 
constable who had the key was nowhere to be found, and they had 
at last to have recourse to the blacksmith! Webster recalled the gibes 
and jeers of the village boys who gathered round the unwilling 
prisoner widi the greatest gusto, and probably treasured up many 
actions for future use. 

Webster resigned his membership of the Academy in 1876, and 
was placed on the retired hst. He died at Cranbrook, 23 September 
1886, aged eighty-six years. 





CHAPTER XXIV 


LESLIE, NEWTON, AND EGG 

In concluding the early life of our three drama-painters, we left 
Leslie, a student of the Royal Academy, using his best leisure to perfect 
his art-education; and adding to his means by painting the portraits 
of his American friends. The art of his two countrymen, Allston and 
West, had so impressed him that his first attempts were in the grand 
style; and even when descending firom ‘ Saul and the Witch of Endor ’ , 
to Shakespeare, he turned to the historic plays rather than to the 
comedies, his subject being *The Death of Rutland\ The former of 
these works the governors of the British Institution, with their usual 
sagacity, turned out of the gallery; the latter, after exhibition at the 
Rpyal Academy, where Leslie tells us it had an ‘excellent situation*, 
was purchased for the city of Philadelphia, his American home. 
In 1817 he paid a visit of two months to Paris, Brussels, and Antwerp, 
makmg dihgent study of the pictures by the old masters; and in 1818 
he made a journey into the soudi of England, where he obtained 
much insight into the characteristics of rural life. As the year advanced 
he began to find that the true bent of his genius was neither for 
historical nor religious art, but for humorous comedy; which he 
treated with beauty and character of a fix more refined kind than 
either of the distinguished painters we have classed with him. 

The same year he painted a small picture of ‘ Slender and Anne 
Page*, from the Merry Wives of Windsor; a comedy which afterwards 
afforded subjects for some of his finest works. 

He tells us that, on his return firom Devonshire in 1818, he painted 
for his jftiend, Mr. Dunlop (to whose then residence in Dawhsh his 
visit had been made), the picture of ‘Sir Roger de Coverlcy going to 
Church accompanied by the Spectator*, which was very popular in 
the exhibition of 1819. That Washington Irving, his great fdend, 
suggested tie subject is more than likely. Perhaps there is no scene 
so full of episodes of peaceful beauty and kindly feeling as the gather- 
ing together of a rural population to the service of a village church; 
no doubt Irving and LesHe in their rambles through tie land had 
seen many similar scenes; and it was a happy thought that led the 
painter to a kindred subject from one of ^gland*s classic authors, 
and including in tie Bachelor Knight one of tie most genial creations 
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of his pen. Leslie’s kindliness, his sweet nature, general feeling of 
humour and fine taste, well qualified him for this class of subject. 
He was a true gentleman, and therefore could thoroughly enter into 
and represent scenes m which humour is subordinated and refined 
in its display, as exhibited by the educated and gentle class. 

Leslie was not slow to perceive the impression these subjects had 
made, and followed up his success by painting in 1820 ‘Londoners 
Gipsying’, and in 1821, ‘May Day in the Time of Queen Elizabeth’. 
Much of our success in life arises out of apparently fortuitous circum- 
stances: thus it happened to LesHe. Lord Egremont, one of the kindest 
and best friends of artists, and a true lover of art, had a little grand- 
child at the point of death, and asked Phillips, R.A., the portrait- 
painter, to go down to his country seat to make a sketch of the dying 
child. Phillips’s engagements, however, prevented him, and he pro- 
posed Leslie, who was thus introduced to his lordship. Leslie only 
reached the seat of the child’s relation after the little sufferer’s deatji, 
but sat up all night making sketches of her really beautiful features. 
The sketches and the picture he painted from them gave great satis- 
faction to the owner of Petworth, and resulted, in the first mstance, 
in a commission for a picture, and afterwards, in a friendship that 
lasted until the death of Lord Egremont. 

The picture commissioned was painted and exhibited in 1824, 
‘Sancho Panza in the Apartment of the Duchess’, from Don Quixote, 
Sancho is telling the graceful Duchess, as a great secret, that he 
considers his master as no better than a madman— ‘as mad as a March 
hare’ — and is bragging that, knowing well his master’s blind side, 
‘whatever crotchets come into his own crown, though without either 
head or tail, he can yet make them pass on him for Gospel’. This 
picture, full of beauty, elegance and humour, was so great a favourite 
that Leslie repeated it with variations no less than three times: the 
replica painted for Mr. Vernon is now in the national collection, and 
Leslie always attributed much of his success to this commission. He 
was at this time paying his addresses to Miss Harriet Stone, one of 
six sisters, spoken of from their personal attractions as the ‘six precious 
stones’; and the success of ‘Sancho Panza* and a further tentative 
commission from its owner, together with the various demands on 
his pencil that it called forth, enabled him to termmate his engage- 
ment by marriage. He writes to Irving in the ensuing January: ‘I have 
(as you know) made the greatest change in life that it is in our power 
to do, and find myself so much the happier, and I trust the better 
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for it, that I scarcely seem to have lived before. All the evils of matri- 
mony that I have heard or read of appear to me to be slanders, and 
all the blessings to be underrated’; the language of the early days of 
married life it may be said, but as far as our own personal experience 
of Leslie goes, he felt and said the same to the end 

In February 1826 Leslie was elected a jfuU member of the Royal 
Academy, and that season exhibited ‘Don Quixote in the Sierra 
Morena, deceived by the Curate Barber and Dorothea’. It was not 
equal to ‘Sancho and the Duchess’; landscape was not an art in 
which LesUe excelled; indeed, those pictures in which a landscape 
background forms an important part are weaker than others, at least 
as far as the background is concerned. Yet he was a great observer of 
nature, and of natural effects: and his friends will remember with 
pleasure his constant remarks on light and dark, on colour and re- 
flection, as he walked beside them. Often has he stopped us in the 
midst of some artistic colloquy, to look at a changing effea that had 
struck him; sometimes in the most pubUc thoroughfares—standing 
shading his eyes with his hand, and looking over his spectacles, he 
would reason of the cause, wholly regardless of the passers-by. Yet 
he was not made for a landscape painter, as the two or three small 
landscapes which he painted sufficiently testify; and even before he 
was intimate with Constable, his greys were cold, and his greens 
unnaturally vivid. 

Leshe’s Kfe passed on smoothly, and with few incidents. First one 
child was added to his household, and then another, gready to the 
increase of his pleasures; for he was very fond of his family and very 
indulgent to the whims and ways of children. In 1828 he joined the 
Artists* Sketching Society, which widened the circle of his friends, 
and brought hun into constant fellowship with the two Chalons and 
Stanfield; with all of whom he continued, till parted by death, on 
terms ofkindhest intimacy. In 183 iLesHe painted ‘TheDmner atPage’s 
House’, from The Merry Wives of Windsor; he afterwards repeated 
it on a smaller scale for Mr. Sheepshanks.^ The first picture was 
painted under the influence of Newton, the second after his 
death, when Constable was the great crony of the painter. The 
first picture of ‘The Dinner at Page’s House’ is certaihLy one of his 
finest works. The execution is broad and easy, the drapery quite 
free from the tendency to raggedness observable in some of Leshe’s 
works, and there is an absence of any sense of paint. 

^ Victoria and Albert Museum, London. 
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Those who had been accustomed to Leslie’s first manner felt a 
change for the worse in the pictures painted under the Constable 
influence. At the time of the change we had the same feeling; but 
after-judgement does not entirely confirm this. Thus there is a great 
sense of daylight and air m the second ‘Page’s Dinner’, which we 
look for in vain in the first; in the second the hght throughout is pure, 
cool and grey, the outlook through the window very truthful, and 
there is far more atmosphere than in the earlier work; there is not 
an inch of hot or foxy colour, the oak panelling of the room has the 
true grey of old oak upon it, so seldom given, a clammy varnished 
brown beir^ usually substituted for it. Some figures in the first are 
left out in the second — Pistol for instance, who is rather forced m 
character, and has too much of the theatrical make-up: a rare fault 
ia Leslie, whose innate sense of dehcacy rather led him to refine than 
exaggerate characteristics. This has prevented him giving much of 
the hbidinous side of Falstaff ’s character. In the Sheepshanks repetition 
this is admirably illustrated in the females, and shows an improvement 
upon the first in taste and delicacy. Mrs. Page is a charming matron 
and mother, Mrs. Ford has not an atom of evil in her hearty jollity, 
but a sense of fun in her smiling half-opened mouth, showing a range 
of fair white teeth, and speaking of sport with the fat sack-loving 
knight. In then full matronly beauty they contrast happily with 
Anne; come forth for the first time into society, and also more lovely, 
more girlishly innocent and timid in the latter than in the former 
work. The earlier picture has been painted with a vehicle that has 
ftiled in the browns — ^the repetition, painted with pure linseed oil, 
is as fresh as fiom the easel. 

It is not necessary to describe the causes that led Leslie’s friends 
to obtain for him, or Leslie to accept, an appointment from the 
American Government as teacher of drawing at the Military Academy 
of West Point on the Hudson. We can well recollect how much 
regret was expressed, both by his companions in art and by the public 
when, in 1 8 3 3 , it became known that Leslie was returning to America. 
With that honest right-mindedness which ever characterized him, 
he offered, before leaving, to resign his membership of the Academy. 
From this course, however, he was dissuaded by the president. 

It is strange that Leslie, who it is well known thought any kind of 
art-teaching unnecessary, and who himself, though richly accom- 
plished as an artist, was not much grounded in the elements of art — 
painting from feding rather than from knowledge — should have 
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undertaken the ofiSce of teaching elementary art to others. To those 
already sufficiently advanced to appreciate his advice and instruction, 
they would have been indeed invaluable; but for the routine of ele- 
mentary instruction he was of all men the most unfitted. It is no 
wonder, therefore, that the task was wearisome and his duties irk- 
some; but when to this was added letters, reports, and attendance at 
long sessional ex amin ations, he soon found the post a burden not to be 
borne, and that the irksomeness of his duties quite overbalanced his 
pleasure in the society of afiectionate relatives, the fixity of his income, 
or the hopes of future advantages to his children. Moreover, the 
climate did not prove so healthy as had been anticipated, and the 
change was not agreeable to Mrs. Leslie; what wonder, then, that ere 
six months had passed he was again on ship-board to return to Eng- 
land? He had quitted it in September 1833, and he left America in 
April 1834. 

He returned to England in the full vigour of his art powers, and 
with plenty of encouragement to use them. He found on his arrival 
that a sad change had taken place in his former intimate, Newton; 
whose mind had given way, and it had become necessary to place 
him in a private asylum. 

From this time as we have seen Constable mainly influenced 
Leslie’s art. In 1838 Leslie had a commission to paint the Coronation 
of our beloved Queen, and produced a picture bright with sunshine 
and female loveliness, and of a far different character to what is usually 
the result of such commissions. In 1841 he again received a royal 
commission; this time to paint the ‘ Christening of the Princess Royal’. 
His fiiend Constable had died in 1837, a great grief to Leslie, who says 
of himself that before he knew Constable he really knew nothing or 
worse than nothing of landscape; for, he adds, ‘I admired as poetical, 
styles which I now see to be mannered, conventional, or extravagant’. 

There are few more very marked incidents in the life of our painter. 
His powers were now fully estimated and his works were eagerly 
sought for. He was active in his duties as a member of the Academy, 
and in 1826 was eleaed professor of paintjug, a post which he held 
for five seasons. In his early years he had opposed the admission of 
engravers to the fuE honours of the Academy, but latterly being con- 
vinced of their claim, he reopened the question before the general 
assembly and became one of the warmest advocates of the measure; 
which he had the satisfoction of seeing carried and approved by Her 
Majesty, as it was by the profession and the outside public. His 
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ctildren grew up around liitn and his home life was a very happy 
one; and in this respect we may fairly contrast him with Wilkie and 
Mulready, as we have no doubt that his home life greatly influenced 
his art. Wilkie lived and died m the coldness of cehbacy. Mulready, 
though married early, had little of happiness in his family circle. But 
Leslie, surrounded by sons and daughters, exceedingly fond of their 
childish fun and humour, and a great observer at all times, has given 
us pictures illustrative of the simple happiness of childhood, which 
stand quite apart from the recipe notions of second-rate painters. 

And as the painter’s children grew to maidenly years and to man- 
hood, we often see in his pictures glimpses of their forms and faces; 
and we know that many graceful actions in his best works arise from 
the hints obtained from his family circle. But this happiness was to 
have a rude shock and a sad termination: early in 1857 the painter’s 
second daughter, Carolme, was married, greatly to the satisfaction 
of her parents; but she died a year later. Leslie did not long survive 
the blow occasioned by her death. He paid a visit to Petworth to 
seek relief in change of scene, but he seems to have found none, and 
although at first his complaint was not thought fatal, he sank by 
degrees and died on 5 May 1859. 

It is somewhat singular that his last entry in his pleasant gossiping 
diary was a story of Samuel Rogers, that ‘those who go to heaven 
will be very much surprised at the people they find there, and very 
much surprised at those they do not find there’; and on a slip of paper 
attached to his will he writes, ‘I trust I may die as I now am, in the 
entire belief of the Christian religion, as I understand it from the 
books of the New Testament, that is, as a direct revelation of the will 
and goodness of God towards the world, by Jesus Christ the Saviour 
and Judge of the world’. So lived and so died this rare artist and good 
man. Those who read his diary and letters will feel how full he was of 
true Christian charity — ^how prompt to speak well, how slow to 
speak ill of others — ^how glad to find beauties rather than to criticize 
defects: while those who had the happiness of knowing him will 
treasure in their memory the pleasant recollections of a kind fiiend and 
a man of true genius, and hope at least to find him there; if, through 
God’s mercy, they should obtain entrance to His future kingdom. 

Leslie was an artist from feeling rather than from instruction; he 
had little early grounding in his profession, yet he drew correctly, 
from an innate, perception of form and a sense of grace; and he 
p ainted well from having obtained a simple method for the expression 
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of his first thoughts, to which he remained constant to the finish. He 
was happy in his choice of subjects, and his own good taste and sweet 
nature led him to treat them suitably. He was far beyond either of 
his competitors in his sense of beauty. 

Leslie's embodiment of female beauty was not of that eclectic kind 
sought for by the artists of Italy, who aimed to present to us the 
purity and excellence of divine or saindy persons; it was rather the 
fullest embodiment of the loveliness with which we are surrounded 
in our daily life. Theirs was an abstract beauty, cold and impassive, 
removed firom the sphere of human passions into the calm atmosphere 
of holiness, and hence their beauty had Utde variety; while his was 
but true English flesh and blood, not glorified— for it is hardly 
possible to add to the beauty of the race — but lighted up by passion, 
feeling and the nobler sentiments and affections, and enhanced by 
purity and truth. Thus his beauty was varied in every character; 
first, firom being individual, and further, ficom the vaned characters 
he had to delineate. 

Leshe was very happy in his illustrations of Shakespeare, the more 
so that he has made the poet’s characters individuals rather than 
abstractions. It was firom his sense of beauty and grace, his indivi- 
duality in the treatment of his characters, and his fine appreciation 
of humour, that Leshe approximated to the spirit of his author, and 
has given us more pleasure in his pictorial illustrations of Shakespeare 
than those whose works were of far greater pretensions. 

Before his time, litde attention had been paid to costume, and 
though we cannot praise Leslie for any amount of accuracy in this 
respect, yet his dresses have at least an air of truth; look as if they 
were made for the wearers, and are ffr beyond the vapid conven- 
tionality of Peters, Hamilton, Wheatley, 'and others, whose costume 
seems to have been devised at second-hand firom the stage dresses 
of their own period. In paintmg his costume, Leslie used drapery, but 
rarely dresses: he had the happy art to improvise them firom scanty 
materials. He tells us that he ‘made them up from old prints and 
pictures’, and we know that he was able so to dispose loose drapery 
on his model (for we believe he never used a lay figure) as to enable 
him to represent his costume without the aid of the milliner. Thus 
he managed to clothe his figures without detracting from their grace 
and elegance, and without the passing peculiarities of fashion. In 
his art there is nothing stilted, nothing extravagant, and it is without 
the slightest taint of vulgarity. The treatment of his subjects is so 
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simple that wc lose the sense of a picture, and feel that the incident 
is presented to us as it must have happened; fashion had no part in 
his works, and we have no doubt that a future age will own them 
as true as the present, and will love them equally well: it may be 
said that he popularized the class of refined drama-pictures. 

Without being too imitative, Leslie was true to nature, and has 
left us this example: that a work which is generally true as a whole 
is far more true than that which is built up from an exact imitation 
of the several parts. As an instance of this, his treatment of utensils of 
glass or silver in his dinner scenes may be quoted; thus the vessels on 
the table in ‘The Dinner at Page’s House’ or ‘The Duke’s Chaplain 
Enraged and Leaving the Table’; or again the jewellery and trinkets 
in ‘The Pack of Autolycus’. In all these instances, by means of a 
very few touches, more effect of truth, more real glitter and sparkle 
is given than by the most elaborate imitation. The same may be said 
of the treatment of candleHght effect in his picture of ‘Trissotin 
reading the Sonnet, from Les Femmes Sav antes*, now in the Sheep- 
shanks collection; there a truer effect is given of the brilliancy of 
candleHght by the sHghtest means than in the most laboured works 
of Schalken or Honthorst. 

LesHe was an agreeable companion, full of anecdotes of his brother 
painters, and of others who had been thrown into his company; the 
sense of humour so prevailed in him that a story with Htde real point 
became interesting firom his mode of telling it. As a writer on art he is 
pleasant, intelhgent and kindly, if not very deep. His life of Constable 
is a picture not so much of that painter as others saw him, but as 
clothed with the kindlier nature of LesHe. Of the three painters we 
have classed together, we value a picture by Wilkie; we are surprised 
by a picture of Mulready’s, but we love a picture by LesHe. 

The art, as practised by LesHe, naturally leads us to that of Newton, 
who was so closely linked to him both by ties of country, fiiendship, 
and by the class of art which both followed. There are, in fact, so 
many points of resemblance that much of the criticism on LesHe 
appHes equally to the art of his fnend and companion. 

Gilbert Stuart Newton, R,A., was bom at HaHfax, Nova Scotia, 
2 September 1795. He was the son of an officer in the British 
Commissariat Department, or, according to other authorities, of an 
officer of Customs in that province, who had left Washington when 
the British were driven firom Boston by General Washington. 
His imcle, on his mother’s side, was Gilbert Stuart (1755-1828), 



GILBERT STUART NEWTON 


341 


distinguished in America as a portrait painter; and after his fatier’s 
death his widowed mother returned with him in 1803 to Charleston, 
near Boston. Dunlop, the American biographer, says: ‘Newton 
congratulated himself upon being bom a subject of the king and 
aristocracy of Great Britain, and on one occasion in New York, at 
a large dinner-party, got up and disclaimed being a citizen of the 
United States’; but he adds, ‘Newton cannot, however, shake off 
the stigma of being an Amencan painter’. 

Newton was ‘reared’ at Boston, and intended for commercial life, 
he was placed with a merchant; but art prevailed. We do not know 
from his early history what led him to foster this desire, unless it was 
the reputation of his uncle Stuart, under whom he was early placed 
for study. Stuart himself had practised his art for some years in Eng- 
land, iSrom whence he returned in 1805. One of his countrymen 
tells that he left the brightest prospects in England, and returned to 
his country firom his admiration of her new institutions, and a desire 
to paint the portrait of Washington. ‘On hearing this’ (we quote 
from Leslie’s diary), ‘Sir Thomas Lawrence said, “I knew Stuart 
well, and I believe the real cause of his leaving England was his 
having become tired of the inside of some of our prisons”. On which 
Lord Holland remarked, “After all, then, it was his love of freedom 
that took him to America”,’ In 1817 one of Newton’s elder brothers, 
who was engaged in commerce, brought the future painter with him 
to Italy and left him at Florence, that he might see some of the 
master-works before finally settling down to his studies. 

He remained some months in Italy and then repaired to Paris, 
where he met Leslie; they travelled together through the Nether- 
lands, arriving in London in 1817, and from that time were firm 
finends. Leslie introduced him to Washington Irving on an excursion 
to Richmond, and tells that the three passed a day of such frolic and 
fun as became such men; and from that time they were three in- 
separables. Irving says in one of his letters that on Newton’s arrival 
in London ‘he did nothing for three days but scamper up and down 
like a cat in a panic’; and in the same letter adds, ‘Newton’s manikin 
has at length arnved, and he is to have it home in a few days, when 
it is to be hoped he will give up rambhng abroad and stay at home, 
drmk tea, and play the flute to the lady’. He made many visits to 
Sloane Street, which were in pursuit of ‘ the lady’ with whom he was 
much smitten. Irving again alludes to this in 1820. ‘I find,’ says he, 
‘the Sloane Street romance is still unfinished . . . Newton is busy 
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with a brush in each hand, and his hair standing on end, turning 
Ann’s portraits into likenesses of Mary, Queen of Scots, Genera] 
Washington and the Lord knows who.’ 

Newton, however, settled down to work in 1820, and became a 
student of the Royal Academy; although, as we find from the same 
sources, he was very fond of society and naturally formed for it; 
hence we may infer that he was not very constant in his attendance 
at the schools, which may account for his weakness and want of 
skill as a draughtsman. 

But, although Newton loved society, he had real genius, and made 
rapid improvement in his art. In 1821 he painted and exhibited at 
the British Institution a small head, which he called the ‘Forsaken’, 
and a picture of ‘Lovers’ Quarrels’, and about the same time his 
clever picture of ‘The Importunate Author’. This was a most success- 
ful work, and gave evidence of his great observation of humour 
and character. Two figures are pacing up and down a raised terrace; 
the victim, manly and erect, of a noble presence, but with a look of 
the deepest disgust and weariness, holds his watch in his hand, as if 
to intimate in the most marked manner that the time of another and 
more pleasant appoiutment is passing away. The poet hangs on him 
and holds him fast; reading as they walk along, he is determined to 
infli ct on his companion every stanza of his dreary and tedious com- 
position: he heeds not — ^he vrill not heed — ^the expressive hints of 
impatience and contempt it calls forth. Leslie tells us, incidentally, 
that Peter Coxe volunteered to sit to Newton for the poet: he was 
the author of the Social Day, a poem which he victimized artists to 
illustrate, and certainly he must have looked the character. Wilkie 
relates that Coxe came to him to read some of his poetry, and being 
interrupted by a visit of Lord Mulgrave, he waited for his departure, 
and then resumed and read the remainder; Wilkie, most likely to 
get rid of him, proposed a walk, and bored, no doubt, went into a 
house which had a notice of being to let, to inquire about it: ‘When,’ 
says he, ‘Mr. Coxe pulled out his manuscript and began to read it 
to the woman who had charge of the house’. Such a man needed no 
‘makmg up’ to sit for ‘The Importunate Author’. 

In 1821 Nevnon was for the first time an exliibitor at the Royal 
Academy, where he sent two portraits; and again in 1 822, he exhibited 
two portraits: one of them, of his fiiend Irvmg, was engraved for The 
Sketch Book, which Murray published in 1823. In his dislike for the 
labour of study, Newton took to portrait-painting as requiring less 
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exertion of mind. Irving, who felt his talent, remonstrated withtim; 
but as he defended a weak part of his picture, so he defended the 
propriety of his choice, talked of Van Dyck and of Reynolds, and 
parted with his friend in a huff. Some time after Irving called, and 
finding him at work on his poet reading his verses to an impatient 
gallant, complimented him on being in the right road; and from that 
time Newton devoted himself to those subjects in which he became 
so emmendy successful. 

From 1823 till 1833 Newton was a continuous exhibitor at 
Somerset House. In 1823 he sent the first subject picture, ‘M. Pour- 
ceaugnac, or the Patient in spite of Himself’. In 1828 ‘he was elected 
an associate of the Royal Academy, his picture of that year having 
been ‘The Vicar of Wakefield reconciling his Wife to Ohvia*. 
This picture, as treated by him, is of touching interest, and he well 
deserved the honours it won for him. The impasto of the picture is 
excellent, and the colouring very perfect. 

Newton justified his election as associate by his picture of ‘Camilla 
Introduced to Gil Bias at the Inn’, exhibited in 1829. He had pre- 
viously painted in 1827 ‘The Prince of Spain’s Visit to Catahna’: 
indeed his taste seemed much directed to Spanish subjects; and as 
Leslie was at the same time painting fiom Don Quixote^ Irving, then 
at Madrid, congratulated them on their choice, and regretted that, 
as they were now painting Spanish pictures, they could not get a 
peep at the Spanish people. This has become a common journey with 
our painters since Wilkie led the way; but it may be doubted if the 
pictures of either Leslie or Newton would have been much improved 
by a more direct Spanish flavour. In the years 1830 and 1831, Newton 
painted and exhibited some of his finest works: namely, in 1830, 
‘Yorick and the Grisette’, now in the Tate Gallery, ‘Shylock and 
Jessica’, and the ‘Abbot Boniface’ from Walter Scott’s novel of 
The Abbot, Leslie says that Newton took the idea of the figure from 
Sydney Smith, whom he met when on a visit to Walter Scott. In 
1831, Newton’s pictures were ‘Portia and Bassanio’, with ‘CordeHa 
and the Physician’. The former is in the Sheepshanks collection, and 
although sadly injured by the use of asphaltum, it deserves attention 
as exhibiting some of the painter’s best qualities. It shows Newton’s 
great feeling for colour, expression and beauty, but also his small 
power of drawing, and his weak execution. These pictures had made 
a great impression in Newton’s favour, and in 1832 he was elected 
to the full honours of the Academy. 
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He now sought to establish a home for liimself, and, die romance 
of Sloane Street forgotten, he made a voyage to America to find a 
wife, with whom he returned to this country at die end of the year. 
Newton had so continually painted the same type of beauty in his 
pictures that his brother artists thought he must be favoured with 
sittings by some female firiend with whom they were unacquainted. 
On his return from America with the lady whom he had married, 
her features were so hke the face he had usually pictured that those 
who were unaware of the circumstances thought they had at length 
discovered the hidden beauty he had so long worshipped; but it 
was afterwards understood that this was not the case, his acquaintance 
with the lady not having dated previous to his journey. 

During Newton’s American visit slight symptoms of insanity had 
manifested themselves; unhappily, these rapidly increased soon after 
his return. He painted no more pictures of any importance after his 
election, and it was soon found necessary to place him in a private 
asylum, where he died on 5 August 1835, and was buried in Wimble- 
don Churchyard. Leslie tells us in his diary that Newton’s mind 
seemed somewhat restored a few days before his death. During the 
rapid consumption that ended his life he read only the Bible and 
Prayer-book, and when he became too weak to read, they were read 
to him by an attendant. The day before he died, he desired to hear 
the fimeral service, saying, Tt will soon be read over me*. He listened 
to it with great attention, and remarked that ‘it was very fine*. His 
wife and son returned to America shordy after his death, and the 
widow soon married a second time. 

As a painter, Newton was sadly deficient in executive power, and 
as he also drew timidly he worked out his pictures from feeling rather 
than with knowledge. His sense of colour^ was far greater than 
Leslie’s; and, as we have seen, Leslie was much influenced by him. 
Newton displayed great beauty and lovehness in his females; there 
is a pecuhar tender ionocence of expression in his Sophia, Cordelia 
and Portia, as well as in the fancy heads which he painted. He had 
some humour, though not nearly so much as his friend Leslie, and a 
tolerable appreciation of character. Unfortunately, Newton did not 
exclude asphaltum firom his palette, nor confine himself to simple 
vehicles for his pigments, and the result has been. that all his works 
have more or less suffered, while some are in danger of perishing 
altogether. He was not a prolific painter; and we should judge firom 
his pictures that, though working rapidly, he arrived at thcar 
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completion after many changes and much elaboration. From his first 
picture in the Academy in 1821, until his last in 1833, he only 
exhibited thirty-three works; of which eight were portraits, three 
only heads, and twelve subject pictures. 

Many stories of Newton’s conceit and vanity were current at a 
time when the narrators little dreamt of the sad calamity in which they 
were to end. Thus it is said that on a brother artist pointing out some 
strange mistake in one of Newton’s pictures, he replied, ‘Yes; it is 
purposely left so; every picture shorJd have a fault, this is the one 
fault of mine.’ 

Newton loved to have it thought that he lived expensively and 
kept a recherche table. An artist calling on him just as dinner was 
served was mvited to partake of it. It consisted merely of some 
mutton chops, but when these were removed, Newton asked the 
servant, with an air of surprise, why there were no icess as if these 
luxuries formed part of his daily meal, and had been strangely over- 
looked on this occasion. 

From the shortness of his life, and the few pictures he painted, 
Newton’s art was eclipsed by Leslie’s, and he left very little im- 
pression on our school: yet, had he lived, his art would most probably 
have diverged firom that of his friend, and his colouring and his sense 
of beauty would have obtained for him a far higher reputation than 
he even now enjoys. 

Augustus Leopold Egg, R.A., was bom in Piccadilly on 2 May 1816, 
the son of the well-known gunsmith. Showing a desire to follow 
art, on leaving school he was placed in 1834 in Sass’s academy; there 
he made such progress that in the succeeding year he was admitted 
a student of the Royal Academy. In 1837 he exhibited his first picture 
at the gallery in Suffolk Street, and in 1838 at the Academy ‘A 
Spanish Girl’, which was much praised. After this time, we find his 
name, with but few intervals, as an annual exhibitor on the walls of 
the Royal Academy; his pictures increasing in interest and excellence. 
In 1849 he was elected an associate, and in 1861 a full member of 
the Academy. His health had for many years been delicate, his lungs 
were weak and he suffered firom chronic asthma, which obliged him, 
in the latter years of his life, to retire to the warmer climates of Italy 
or the South of France to avoid the rigour of our winters. The winter 
of 1862-3 was passed in Algiers with the same object, and his health 
seemed so much benefited by the climate of Africa that he resumed 
his painting, and there was every prospect of his return to England 
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and the practice of his profession, when his imprudence in taking a 
long ride on a bleak day caused a renewal of the worst symptoms of 
his disorder, to which' he succumbed on 25 March 1863, and was 
buried in the immediate neighbourhood of the city of Algiers. 

Egg’s range of subjects was in many respects somewhat similar to 
that of Leslie and Newton; but his vein was oftener sad than 
humorous, and he was without the abiding sense of beauty and 
gentleness that characterize the females of both of these painters. 
Egg’s first pictures were painted with a broad and firee pencil and 
a clear touch, and his execution gave the sense of great ease and 
facility. The picture, ‘A Scene from Le Diahle Boiteux\ painted in 
1844, and now included in the Vernon collection, is an example. It 
shows his ready handling, his delicate appreciation of harmony of 
tint and general tone, and from his simple manner of painting it 
stands well. As he advanced in art he became impressed with the 
manner of the Pre-Raphaelites; he purchased some of their pictures, 
and encouraged them by his own example, giving to his own works 
more laborious completion and greater force of colour. Of these, 
the best specimens of his pencil are ‘Pepys’s Introduction to Nell 
Gwynne’, painted in 1842; and a scene from Thackeray’s History of 
Henry Esmond, Esq., illustrating the following passage: ‘ “Kneel 
down,” says Mrs. Eeatrix, “we dub you knight with this”, and she 
waved the sword over his head’. This was exhibited in 1858. We 
miss in the ‘Pepys’ the beauty Leslie would have given to Nelly, 
whom Pepys takes care to tell us was ‘ a most pretty woman’ ; adding, 
T kissed her, as did my wife, and a mighty pretty soul she is’. 
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OLD CROME AND THE NORWICH SCHOOL 

The landscape painters of whose art we have hitherto treated were 
men, whatsoever their birth or origin, who eventually established 
themselves in London to take part in the fierce struggle for reputation 
with which artists have to contend in that great city. We have now 
to notice the labours of a painter bom in a county town far distant 
from London, where he chose to remain, seeking fame in his own 
lesser world, satisfied to be fiirst there rather than second in the 
metropolis. John Crome (generally called Old Crome to distinguish 
him firom his son, who also became an artist) was bom in Norwich 
on 22 December 1768. He was the son of a journeyman weaver, and 
first saw the light in a mean public-house in that city. R. N. Bacon 
of Norwich tells us that he could hardly be said to have enjoyed 
even the common instruction of the most ordinary schools. At 
twelve years of age he was placed as a servant in the house of Dr. 
Rigby, where his principal duties consisted in carrying out the 
medicines prescribed and prepared by the doctor. He was a boy of 
a lively and enterprising disposition, and when of the suitable age 
apprenticed himself to Franas Whisler, a house-and sign-painter of 
Norwich; partly, it is said, moved by a love of art and a desire to 
make himself acquainted, however roughly, with art processes. 

Thus &, then, we find the future painter wholly without those 
advantages which now lie at the doors of people of all ranks. Day 
and night schools for elementary education abound in all cities, and 
there are few towns which do not — ^none which cannot — have a 
well-appointed school of art, wherem the artisan and the mechanic, 
the tradesman, and the children of the resident gentry, may obtain 
sound instruction in the rudiments of art, and be taught to overcome 
the difEculties of execution which beset the beginner. In Cromers 
time this was not the case. Before the age of railroads, Norfolk and 
its capital city were oudying districts as it were; rarely visited by the 
curious — ^rarely subject to change or improvement. The city itself 
was picturesque, full of antiquarian interest, and seemed as if it had 
slept while other cities of the kingdom were up and at work. The 
lanes in the suburbs, the banks of the river, the heaths, the commons, 
were wild, untrimmed, and picturesque; the old labourer’s cottage 
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with its thatched roof, the farms with their rural homesteads, were 
scattered close around the city; villas and terraces had not yet, like 
drilled mtruders, broken in upon their picturesque decay; the river 
as it wound with silvery surface through the fat meadows, or stretched 
away towards the sea, widened into lakelets called broads, and bore 
on its way, inland or seaward, the picturesque barges, or wherries as 
they are locally called, whose tanned sails, ruddy in the surdight, 
contrasted so well with the green of the landscape. Thus the very 
sleepiness of the land, not yet awakened to afford instruction to its 
children, was yet peculiarly fitted to call into life an instinctive love 
of art such as that with which young Crome was gifted. 

Meanwhile, Crome followed his trade as a house painter, painting, 
as he advanced in skiU, signs as well as houses, and in his leisure hours 
sketching the local scenery we have just described — scenery he loved 
through life, and which forms the subjects of some of his best works. 
He early formed an acquaintance with a feUow-townsman of the 
name of Robert Ladbrooke, then a youth of about his own age, and 
the two lodging together, sketched and painted for their mutual 
improvement. Many tales are told of the poverty of our pamter, of 
his having manufactured his own brushes, and used his mother’s 
apron as a canvas whereon to practise his art; such tales are common 
to other painters as well as to Crome. No doubt he had his difficulties; 
no doubt, coming somewhat irregularly into art through the intro- 
duction of house-and sign-painting, it was hard to obtain his first 
footing; but friends generally are found when the man is resolved 
and in earnest, and Mr. Thomas Harvey, of Catton, is spoken of as 
one who aided the young artist with his advice (for he was himself 
a painter) and introduced him to others as a teacher of drawing, by 
which he obtained means of following art in the intervals of his 
teachmg. Better sail, Mr. Harvey had a small collection of Dutch 
and Flemish pictures, and to the study of these Crome diligently 
apphed himself; and through them we may no doubt trace the affinity 
many of his pictures have to those of Hobbema. 

Mr. Harvey gave young Crome an introducUon to Sir William 
Beechey; who, one of his biographers states, also commenced life 
widi a house painter of Norwich, but was then in the height of his 
reputation as a portrait painter. Be this as it may, Beechey felt an 
interest in the young landscape painter from the first interview, as he 
himself tells us. ‘Crome,’ says he, ‘when first I knew him, must have 
been about twenty years old, and was a very awkward, uninformed 



JOHN CROME 


349 


country lad, but extremely shrewd in all his remarks upon art, though 
he wanted words and terms to express his meaning. As often as he 
came to town he never failed to cill upon me, and to get what in- 
formation I was able to give him upon the subject of that particular 
branch of art which he made his study. His visits were very frequent, 
and all his time was spent in my painting room when I was not 
particularly engaged. He improved so rapidly that he delighted and 
astonished me. He always dined and spent his evenings with me.’ 
Beechey had gone to Norwich in 1781, and lived there four or five 
years, painting portraits of the clergy and gentry of the town and 
neighbourhood. Shortly after Crome’s introduction to him, which 
must have been about 1790, Beechey was elected into the Academy; 
he was a rising man, and soon to become the court painter, so that 
Crome, through him, would no doubt learn much of the art and 
artists of the metropolis. 

Crome married early in life, and having to struggle to maintain an 
mcreasing family, he gave himself up largely to that branch of his art 
yielding the most steady and certain remuneration; teaching drawing 
both in the families of his townsmen and of the neighbouring gentry, 
as well as in the surrounding schools. Teaching brought him many 
fiiends, and gave him local fame, but it did not provide purchasers 
for his pictures. At that time purchasers, or as they then proudly 
termed themselves, ‘patrons of art*, were few, and it was only when 
a reputation had already been won that an artist was likely to have 
his works sought after. During his lifetime this was hardly the case 
with Crome: he sold his pictures it is true, but at low prices, and it 
is only since his death that his talent has been appreciated. 

We have seen that he paid many visits to London, but that he 
continued to reside in his native city. He was not even an exhibitor 
at the Royal Academy until 1806, in which year he sent two land- 
scapes, and continued to exhibit occasionally until 1818. Yet in all 
these years he only contributed eight times, and the whole number 
of his works seen in London was only fourteen; what wonder, then, 
that before the age of railroads an artist working locally in a remote 
angle of the kingdom, seldom visited for its scenery, should achieve 
only a local fame. 

But there were other causes besides the occupation of his time in 
teaching that prevented Crome being an exhibitor in London. He 
had gaiered around him the artists of his native city into a little 
fraternity, and in February 1803 they formed themselves into a 
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society for their mutual benefit and improvement, and eventually 
for the public exhibition of their works. The soaety was called ‘The 
Norwich Society, for the purpose of an inquiry into the rise, progress 
and present state of Painting, Architecture and Sculpture, with a view 
to point out the best methods of study to attain greater perfection 
in these arts’. It was something of the nature of a joint-stock asso- 
ciation, since every member on his election had to contribute his 
proportion of the value of the property of the body. It was not 
confined to artists by profession, but every member, prior to his 
election, had to submit to two tests — one of his ability, by submitting 
his works to the general body; the other, of his personal popularity; 
each member was balloted for, the votes of three^fourths of the 
members present being required to secure his election. Out of this 
institution arose the Norwich Exhibition of Works of Art, whose 
first exhibition was in 1805, and the earhest, we beheve the first, 
annual exhibition of pictures m a provincial town. Crome was 
naturally a large contributor. It is a strong indication of his love for 
the scenery of his native county that so few of his subjects are derived 
from places he visited. He made journeys to Wales and to the North 
of England, and we find a few pictures and sketches from Wales and 
the lake country. He visited Paris and the Low Countries, and we 
have three pictures from these places; but the great mass of his works 
are from the lanes, the heaths, the rivers and shores of his native county. 

It was not Crome’s practice to paint his pictures on the spot; he 
made drawings and sketches, and occasionally pamted before nature 
in water-colours; but his pictures, the result of careful study and 
observation of nature, were painted in his studio. He wanted but 
little subject: an aged oak, a pollard wiUow by the side of the slow 
Norfolk streams, or a patch of broken ground, in his hands became 
pictures charming us by their sweet colour and rustic nature. He was 
very facile in his execution, painted with a full brush and very much 
at once: and often, under the pressure of necessity, produced slight 
works or repeated others, to supply an immediate demand upon hhn. 
Moreover he was fond of society, and, latterly, was apt to indulge 
a little too freely. He loved boating, and no doubt firequented the 
regattas and water-froUcs on the Waveney, the Yare and the Bure; 
he was fond of the pleasant idleness of watching the boats and boating 
parties as he took refreshment and repose with good companions 
in the Hinsby Gardens at Thorpe, and other like resorts for citizens’ 
ruralities. His palette and canvas were often in demand to meet the 
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wants arising from such outbreaks, and his talents as a teacher were 
in constant requisition. Had his art been laborious, the production of 
so long a list of works would have been an impossibility. R. N. Bacon 
even says that he was through life a drawing-master, that his fine 
landscapes were painted in his holiday leisure, and that he was a 
wine-bibber and improvident, often receiving money on his tm- 
finished works. We are told also that very many of his pictures were 
never exhibited at all, and that amongst such several of his very 
important subjects were included. 

Crome seems to have founded his art on Hobbema, Ruysdael and 
the Dutch school, rather than on the French and Italian painters; 
except so far as these were represented by our countryman Wilson, 
whose works he copied and whose influence is seen mingled with 
the more naturalistic treatment derived from the Dutch masters. He 
had less finesse of execution, and paid less attention to details than 
the Dutchmen, but he had a fine sense of generalized imitation. His 
picture of ‘Mousehold Heath’, painted probably in 1816, is a good 
example of his style. It shows how very Htde subject has to do in 
producing a fine picture. A sky, a barren heath spreading away into 
the far distance, a bank in the foreground, with a few weeds, are all 
the materials the painter had to treat; but the manner of treating them 
has resulted in a beautiful work. The sky is very luminous, with 
grand rolling clouds, accidental shadows from which are thrown 
over the distance and the foreground, leaving the middle distance 
luminous, clear and cool, though rich and fuU of colour. A few 
thisdes and large weeds in the foreground, and some small figures 
going away into the picture, complete this interesting work; in- 
teresting from its painter-hke treatment, certainly not from its 
subject. This picture has a curious history, illustrative of the art of 
the piaure-dealer, which has been already alluded to. It was bought 
by some sacrilegious brother of the craft, and cut down the middle 
to enable him to sell it as two pictures — ^indeed the work was, we 
believe, sold separately in this state. Some more reverential possessor 
of pictures then repurchased and reumted them; and the picture 
has now found its final resting-place in our national collection. 

Another fine picture by this master is ‘A Clump of Trees, Hautbois 
Common’, probably that in the Norwich Society’s catalogue, in 
1810. In some of his small pictures of heath scenes and broken ground, 
Crome closely approximated to his Dutch prototypes. We ourselves 
saw one of his pictures of this class sold at Christie’s as a Wynants. 
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Yet in his more important works there is a great breadth of treatment, 
largeness of manner, and mastery of execution, and, in all, a fine 
eye for the general colour of nature. 

The Norwich Society, which had established itself successfully as 
a public institution of the city, continued its exhibitions until the 
year i8i6, when a split in the body of artists caused a separation. 
While many continued to exhibit in the old rooms — ^some, under the 
leadership of Ladbrooke, opened another exhibition in the Assembly- 
rooms Plain. Crome, however, remained true to the old party, and 
although he had of late years decreased the number of his contri- 
butions, he sent, in i8i6, eighteen works to their exhibition, among 
them one of his few foreign pictures, ‘Bruges River — Ostend in the 
Distance — ^Moonlight’; the result of a visit to the Continent in the 
previous year. He continued to exhibit with the society until 1821, 
but died on 22 April in that year, previous to the opening of the 
exhibition. His last iUncss was of an inflammatory nature, and carried 
him off in the short space of seven days; his constitution having 
it is said been somewhat impaired by his early labours as a house 
painter. He was buried at St. George’s, Norwich, and a large number 
of artists of his native city as well as others attended his funeral. 

Crome etched many plates of the scenery of his native county, 
which, however, were not published until the year 1834. After his 
death, also, an exhibition of his works in the hands of his relatives, 
fiiends and neighbours took place. One hundred and eleven pictures 
and studies were collected, the catalogue of which will be found in 
Wodderspoon s brochure. Crome not only painted landscapes, which 
since his death have obtained increased and increasing reputation, but 
he may claim to be the founder of a provincial school of art at Norwich; 
a school with peculiar characteristics, and in some respects differing 
firom metropolitan practice. His influence and maxims had great 
weight with his contemporaries and friends, and of his pupils, two 
at least. Stark and Vincent, deserve some notice at our hands; while 
his brother artist in the society, John Sell Cotman, h^ obtained a 
distinguished name both at home and abroad. 

Of Crome’s two pupils, James Stark is the best known in London. 
Like his master, he was a native of Norwich, bom in the year 1794. 
He was the son of a dyer in that dty, a man well to do in his trade, 
into which he had introduced many improvements, who was much 
respected in his native city, and honourably mentioned by the local 
Press at his death. Young Stark early indicated a love of art, and in 
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i8ii he was artidcd for three years to John Crome. He must already 
have obtained some proficiency, since in the same year he contributed 
five landscapes, in oil, to the Norwich Exhibition, and in 1812 he 
was elected a member of the society, exhibiting in that year several 
works. On the completion of his articles with Crome, young Stark 
came to London in 1817, entered the schools of the Royal Academy, 
and soon became an exhibitor at the British Institution, where he 
was successful in selling his works, and even received a prize of ^50 
fiom the governors. From some unexplained cause he returned to 
Norwich, where he settled for a time, married, and remained nearly 
twelve years. In 1827 he issued proposals for the publication of a 
work on The Scenery of the Rivers of Norfolk) this was completed in 
1834, when, notwithstanding a good list of subscribers, it is under- 
stood that his enthusiasm in producing a work of such merit and 
interest led to little adequate reward. This pubhcation gives us a good 
insight into the rural beauties of this somewhat neglected county — 
beauties that must soon pass away in this age of improvement. It 
does niuch credit to the painter’s talent, and to the school of art in 
which he was educated. In 1830, Stark returned to London, where 
he remained ten years. In 1840 he went to live at Windsor, finding 
many subjects for his canvas in that beautiful locality. After many 
years* residence there, he returned to London for the advantage of 
educating his son in art, and he died on 24 March 1859, in the sixty- 
fifth year of his age. 

Stark exhibited at Suffolk Street, with the Society of British 
Artists, intermittently from 1824 to 1839, and at the Royal Academy, 
with intervals, fi:om 1831 to 1859, besides contributing firequendy 
to the British Institution. His works are simple, but very truthful 
and unobtrusive. His Rivers of Norfolk give a favourable impression 
of his talent as an artist; the character of the local scenery is well 
preserved, the scenes are full of appropriate figures and incidents, 
and the individuality of each subject makes us feel sure of the painter’s 
truth. Stark founded his art on the principles of Crome, and the study 
of the Dutch landscape painters; but his treatment of his subject, his 
handling and execution are petite and mean when compared with 
his master’s — thin , and wanting in the impasto and richness of Crome; 
while in seeking the quiet tone of colour of his Dutch examples 
he has failed to obtain Aeir brilliancy and richness. His pictures have 
few faults, at the same time there is litde in them to warm into 
enthusiasm or to awaken delight. 
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Of Crome’s other pupil, George Vincent, we have very scanty 
iaformation, although he is an artist of far higher powers than Stark, 
and does honour, or might have done, to his school and his master. 
He was bom on 27 June 1796, and was apupil of Crome’s, with Stark, 
and with liim first appears as a contributor to the Norwich exhibition 
in 1 81 1, his works being evidently quite elementary. In 1812 he 
again sent two pictures, still showing a state of pupilage, since they 
are described in the catalogue as ‘after Crome’. He made rapid 
progress from this time, in 1814 exhibiting no less than fifteen 
pictures. He exhibited two landscapes in the British Institution in 
1817, and four in 1818, at which ume he seems to have finally left 
Norwich to reside in London, as his direction is given: ‘Wells Street, 
Oxford Street’. In 1820 we find him contributing to the Exhibition 
of the Society of Painters in Water-Colours, ‘London from the 
Surrey Side of Waterloo Bridge’. (The Society had thrown open 
its exhibition to others than members, and did not confine itself to 
drawings m water-colours.) But the work which places him very 
high as an artist, and shows that he would have proved a worthy 
rival of the great landscape painters of his day, had he persevered in 
his course, is the large picture of ‘Greenwich Hospital’; a commission 
from Mr. Carpenter. 

Vincent executed this work thoroughly, giving all his powers to 
the task, and he produced a noble picture. The subject chosen is 
the hospital as seen firom the river, the sun being in the picture. 
The river at full tide is crowded with craft and shipping, the sky 
pearly and luminous, the sun obscured by the vessels, and the hght 
dispersed. When again seen in the International Exhibition of 1862, 
this fine picture was greatly appreciated for its talent and art. Latterly, 
Vincent painted subjects seen under the sun, as did Constable, but 
his treatment was wholly different; broad masses of greyish shadow 
were tipped and fimged with the solar rays. 

Soon after the date of the ‘ Greenwich Hospital* picture, Vincent fell 
into bad habits and money difficulties; his pictures were to be seen in the 
shop windows of dealers, and gradually became more slight and less 
studied. He had married a daughter of Dr. Cunoni, and furnished a 
good house at Kentish Town, but when he fell into difficulties he was 
gradually lost sight of by the art world. He died about 1 83 6 ; his widow 
afterwards married Mr. Murphy, a writer for the pubHc Press. 

John Sell Cotman, another of the friends and associates of Crome, 
and one who has won for himself a reputation in art far more than 
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local, was bom in Norwich on i6 May 1782. He was the son of a 
linen-draper who carried on his business in London Lane, and sent 
his boy to be educated at the Norwich Free Grammar School, when 
Dr. Forster, who afterwards became the first vice-president of the 
‘Norwich Society*, was principal. On leaving school young Cotman 
evinced a great love for art, much it is said to the annoyance of his 
father, who wished lie good-looking youth to take his place behind 
the counter and to follow him as a draper. Wc have Htde account as 
to the early life of young Cotman; but have been informed by Miss 
Turner, the daughter of Dawson Turner, who was associated with 
Cotman in several of his works, that much of the artist’s early life 
was spent in London, studying design, in company with Turner, 
Girtin and Paul Sandby Munn (1773-1845), and that with them he 
used to frequent the well-known meetings at the house of Dr. Munro 
— ^whence so many artots who afterwards reached the goal of ex- 
cellence made their first start in the race of art. 

Cotman must have returned to Norwich soon after the foundation 
of the Norwich Society of Artists, which he joined in 1807. He then 
styled himself a portrait painter; and in 1808, when he contributed 
no less than sixty-seven pictures to the exhibition, several of them 
were portraits; while others were in that class of art in which he 
afterwards became so distinguished. Cotman married early, and soon 
learnt that neither portrait nor landscape painting yielded him suflE- 
cient means to maintain his increasing family. He therefore found it 
necessary to become a drawing-master; and being a young man of 
very gentlemanly appearance and agreeable manners, he was wel- 
comed at the houses of the surrounding gentry, whose children he 
taught, whose parks and country seats he sketched and painted, and 
from the study of whose pictures he drew knowledge and pleasure. 
He left Norwich and settled at Yarmouth, where, in the capacity of 
drawing-master, he made the acquamtance of Mr. Dawson Turner, 
and taught his children. 

As all the early water-colour art arose out of the practice of the 
antiquarian draughtsmen, the painters at the beginning of the century 
were still imbued with somewhat of the spirit. Dawson Turner found 
in Cotman a congenial worker, and he soon began to concert with 
him works illustrative of his own antiquarian pursuits. In 1811 
Cotman commenced publishing a series of etchings of Tlie Archi- 
tectural Antiquities of Norfolk, and Engravings of the Sepulchral Brasses. 
In 1817 he accompanied Mr. and Mrs. Turner, and their three 
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daughters, .on a tour in Normandy, wliich country he again visited 
in i8i8 and in 1820; and the result was a work in two folio volumes, 
written by Dawson Turner, and illustrated by Cotman, called 
Architectural Antiquities of Normandy, published in 1822. In 1825, 
although still continuing to reside in Norwich, where he had again 
returned, he appears as an associate exhibitor of the London Society 
of Painters in Water-Colours, contributing to their exhibition 
continually until 1839. Obtaining the appointment of drawing- 
master in King’s College School, he removed to London about the 
year 1834, and lived in Hunter Street, Brunswick Square. Here his 
health began to decline. He was afflicted with severe nervous de- 
pression, which gradually terminated in mental aberration, and his 
death took place on 28 July 1 842, at the age of sixty. 

Cotman not only painted in water-colours, but in oil also; in this 
medium, however, he was hardly successful, and his works are solid 
and heavy. As a painter in water-colours he adopted a manner of 
his own, somewhat derived, perhaps, from the art of Turner, but 
without his refinement. He was a master of the principles of light 
and shade, but at times made his knowledge too obvious. His masses 
of light and dark were broad and simple; and he managed ta indicate 
with litde labour the smaller forms in the masses without losing 
breadth in his lights, or leaving his shadows sombre and obscure. 
His smaller forms were sometimes added with the reed pen. There 
was but little of literal imitation in his pictures, which latterly became 
mannered, and showed a want of renewed reference to nature. His 
mode of treating his subject was well suited to advance his pupils; to 
enable them to see nature as a whole, capable of being easily rendered 
on the reduced scale usually attempted in water-colours. One of his 
critics said justly that ‘ he had the happy and unusual gift of converting 
the dryest architectural subjects into pictures by an artist-like dis- 
position of the light and shade, by the arrangement of subordinate 
objects, and by the pleasing introduction of accessories’. His figures 
are generally well placed, and carry brilliant spots of light or colour 
into the dark parts of his picture. He was, above all things, ready with 
his pencil: it shows through all his colour; it supplies the detail and 
drawing of his architecture, giving its sharp angles or its moulder- 
ing decay, and when used without colour, giving the masses of dark, 
the greys, and almost the colour of his subject; yet in colour itself 
he was defective, and merged all the finesse of broken tints and of 
gradations in the broad hue of sunlight or shadow. His architectural 
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works led the way to the pictorial study of the Norman towns, and 
the rich and picturesque structures with which they abound. 

It remains for us to add a few words on the Norwich Society, of 
which these men were members. While those who still remained 
true to the old society, Crome among the number, continued in 
their old premises m Wrench’s Court, the scceders who formed the 
new society in i8i6 did not long maintain it; not that they deemed it 
a new society, for their first exhibition in i8i6 was called the twelfth, 
the last, apparendy, in i8i8 being named the fourteenth. Nor is it 
to be wondered at that it was unsuccessful. Norwich citizens and 
Norfolk gentry did litde for the arts, if we may judge firom the 
circular of the old society when it also was removed to Exchange 
Street. ‘They had taken upon themselves’, they say, *a responsibility 
equal to about ^200 per annum, for the charges incidental to their 
exhibition, in the conviction that the taste of the county and city 
would not be backward to assist their efforts for the promotion 
of art.’ But their hopes were unfounded. Norwich might support 
a few portrait painters, and require the services of some score of 
drawing-masters, but patrons and purchasers of pictures did not 
abound; a local historian records ‘that since their establishment the 
Norwich Society of Artists have exhibited about 4,600 pictures, the 
production of no fewer than 323 individuals, while scarcely a single 
piaure has been bought in the Norwich rooms; and the receipts at 
the door have never amounted to a sum sufficient to meet the 
expenses’. After Crome’s death, and the removal of Stark and 
Cotman to London, the exhibition ceased to be mainly supported 
by artists of the Norwich school, but it was largely supplemented, 
as are those in other provincial towns, by works of metropolitan 
artists who are invited to contribute; and the Norwich School as 
a peculiar provincial confraternity ceased to exist. 
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PORTRAIT PAINTERS— PICKERSGILL, BOXALL, 
GRANT, KNIGHT, MACNEE, HOLE 

W E will m this chapter return to our practice of dealing with one 
branch of art at a time, and we will give a brief notice of the portrait 
painters who, since the death of those whom we have classed as 
contemporaries of Lawrence, have added lustre to this branch of the 
profession in England. In doing this, though the chronological order 
of painters is somewhat violated, we have followed the most satis- 
factory arrangement, and keeping to our fixed purpose, we will 
only mention those whose art we consider to have had an effect 
upon the art of the time, and whose work will live, firom its own 
excellence, as well as by the interesting characters it has been called 
upon to depict. 

Henry William Pickersgill, R.A., was a portrait painter whose 
works are distinguished more by their being satisfactory likenesses 
than for any artistic qualities they possess. Still, he was at one time 
the fashionable portrait painter of the day, and he was called upon to 
paint all the celebrated people of his time. He Vras elected an associate 
in 1822, and an academician in 1826. There is a half-length portrait 
of Mr. Vernon by him in the National Gallery, in a puce dressing- 
gown, holding a small spaniel on his knee. It is a tame portrait, with- 
out individuality. PickersgiU’s fame may be said to have departed 
during his lifetime. He was bom 3 December 1782, and died 21 April 
1875, aged ninety-three years. 

The portraits of Sir William Boxallj R.A.j claim a much higher 
place in our regard. Boxall was bom at Oxford, 23 January 1800, and 
became a student of the Royal Academy in 1819. In 1827 he started 
for Italy, where he remained three years, and on his return exhibited 
a subject picture, ‘Milton’s Reconcihation with his Wife*. Never- 
theless his bent was for portrait pamting, and he devoted himself to it 
during many years. His colourmg was rich and harmomous, and he 
was fastidious and careful in his method of work. This very over- 
scrupulousness sometimes marred the effect of his pictures and made 
him a very uneven painter. He was elected an A.R.A. in 1851, and an 
academician in 1863, in which year he painted his really admirable 
portrait of John Gibson, R.A., which he presented to the Academy as 
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his diploma work. In 1S59 he executed a fine portrait of the Prince 
Consort for the Trinity House. Boxall was a man of much artistic 
culture, and he was eminently fitted by his literary taste and know- 
ledge of the works of the old masters for the post of director of the 
National Gallery, to which he was elected in 1865 on the death of Sir 
Charles Easdake. It was he who negotiated for the Government the 
purchase of the Peel collection, though this was subsequent to his 
retirement firom his post in consequence of failing health. Boxall was 
knighted by the Queen in 1871. He was never married, and died in 
London from congestion of the lungs, 6 December 1879. 

Sir Francis Grant j P.R,A,j succeeded better in female portraits than 
in giving the sterner characteristics of the male sex; but his future fame 
will more probably depend upon his hunting scenes, in which his 
figures, though of small size, are yet very capital likenesses, than on his 
hfe-sized portraits in oil; still these latter had one most excellent 
quality — Grant was always able to paint a lady, and to make you feel 
that his subject was a high-bom dame; it is the same with his men, who 
arc emphatically gendemen. This power is not granted to some who 
are much greater painters than Grant. Grant was the fourth son of a 
Perthshire laird whose tastes led him to prefer art to the dryer study of 
the law. He was bom in 1803, was educated at Harrow, and after 
having run through his patrimony, began to try his hand at painting 
portraits, and became ere long quite a fashionable portrait painter, to 
whom many of the most beautiful women of his day sat for their 
likenesses. One of his portraits of most marked excellence is that of 
his daughter, Mrs. Markham, a full-length of a lady in a walking 
dress, looped up over a brilliant red petticoat. The colour of his later 
works IS too apt to be leaden. He was elected a full member of the 
Royal Academy in 1851, and on the death of Sir Charles Easdake he 
was chosen president of that body, receiving the honour of knight- 
hood. Perhaps his handsome person, kindly nature, and natural 
qualities, fitted him better for this oJfice than did his artistic ones. He 
died rather suddenly at Melton Mowbray, 5 October 1875, and was 
buried there, his family having declined the honour of a public funeral. 

John Prescott Knight, R.A., was another portrait painter of much 
merit, bom at Stafford, the same year as Grant, 1803. He was the sqn 
of Knight the comedian, and was placed by his father in a merchant’s 
office. The firm having failed, Knight was allowed to follow his own 
inclinations, and in 1823, after having studied under George Clint, 
A,R.A., and in Sass’s art school, he entered the Royal Academy as a 
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Student, and tbe next year exhibited his first work, a subject picture. 
He devoted himself to this class of art for many years, but his chief 
reputation will always rest upon his portraits. They are characterized 
by excellent drawing, are ably placed upon the canvas, and are good 
in colour and mascuhne in execution. Knight was elected an associate 
of the Royal Academy in 1836 and a full member in 1844, in which 
year he sent six portraits to the exhibition, among them those of 
Sir E. Paget and David Solomons. He acted as secretary to the 
Academy for nearly thirty years, and made a very energetic officer. 
On his retirement it was deemed wiser that his post should be filled 
by one who is not a member of the body. Knight was once credited 
with more power than his office entitled him to, and he was knocked 
down in one of the exhibition rooms of the Academy by an offended 
artist whose pictures had been turned out. Knight was a small man, 
very lively and witty, -and gifted with a delightful tenor voice, with 
which he would charm his brother members at certain council 
dinners. He once made- a happy remark to the mother of a young 
painter who considered her son’s works badly placed, and who was 
animadverting to Knight, one of the hanging committee, on the 
badness of the arrangement of the pictures. ‘Well,’ said the portrait 
pamter, pleasantly, ‘we did make one mistake, certainly.* ‘What was 
that?’ inquired the enraged lady. ‘That we did not get you to help 
us.’ Knight was teacher of perspective for many years to the Royal 
Academy, and made an excellent professor. He died in London after 
a long illness, 26 March 1881. 

We must not pass over without mention the name of Sir David 
Macnee, P.R,S^., who was bom in 1807, and studied his art at the 
Trustees’ Academy in Edinburgh, under Sir William Allan. He was 
elected a member of the Scottish Academy in 1829, and became its 
president in 1876, after the death of Sir George Harvey, when he 
received the honour of knighthood. He lived principally at Glasgow, 
but often sent portraits to the exhibitions of the Royal Academy in 
London, many of them being female portraits of excellence, though 
he was more successful with those of the male sex. His portrait of the 
Rev. Dr. Wardlaw gained him a gold medal at the Paris Universal 
Exhibition of 1855. In 1845 he contributed to the Academy a vigorous 
portrait of Colonel Bums, the son of the poet. He died in Edinburgh, 
17 January 1882, in his seventy-sixth year. 

Frank Holl, was the elder son of Francis Holl the engraver, 
and was bom in Camden Town on 4 July 1845. Being a very delicate 
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child, and so unable to mix with other children, his pencil, and, as a 
great treat, a brush and a few penny cakes of colour, were his chief 
playthings. At the age of eight his parents, fearing that he might be 
suffering from want of companionship, sent him as a weekly boarder 
to a school in Hampstead. While there, he so far defeated the object 
for which he was sent that instead of playing with his schoolfellows 
he drew their portraits, or his school house, or anything in sight of 
the playground, and his great ambition was to have fresh drawings 
to take home each Saturday to his parents to prove to them that he 
was not wasting his time! His w^e preserves now some of these 
careful drawings done when a litde over eight years of age, and she 
has often heard him say that he never had any other idea of his future 
life but that he was to be a painter. He was a most anxious-minded 
child, and used to worry himself with his anxiety to begin to paint, 
in order to earn money for his father, when he saw him overworked 
at engraving. This acutely sensitive disposition is demonstrated by the 
following anecdote; having when quite a small boy induced his father 
to buy him a large ball for the great sum, as the child thought, of eight- 
pence, remorse, when he had obtained this long-coveted, play thing, 
produced by the thought of how hard his father had had to work to 
procure him this gratification, quite took away all the pleasure in it! 

At twelve years old he went to University College School, and 
while still at this school he received his first commission in art; it was 
to paint ten farms belonging to a gentleman, which were all in the 
neighbourhood of London. These he managed to execute in his half 
holidays, and he received for them ten pounds! He indeed felt that 
he had started as an artist, and during the three years he remained at 
University School he devoted all his spare time to drawin'g. Having at 
the age of fifteen obtained his probationership at the Royal Academy, 
he persuaded his father to let him leave school and begin his art work 
in earnest. At the Academy he was a most successful student, gaining 
a silver medal in 1862, a gold -medal and scholarship in 1863, and in 
1868, the year after his marriage, the travelling studentship. Hoh and 
his wife set out on their travels, fully intending to remain a year 
abroad, but at the end of two months he became quite convinced that 
English life, which he said he understood and sympathized with, was 
what he ought to paint, and not foreign life and ways, which were 
inexplicable to him and even distasteful. So he returned home, and as 
the travelling studentship could then be only held while abroad, he 
resigned it. 

N 
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The picture which had gained him the studentship was called ‘The 
Lord gave, and the Lord hath taken away; Blessed be the name of the ' 
Lord*. It depicts the interior of a modest room, two young women 
and a sador lad are seated at a table, at which a little girl kneels; a 
yoimg clergyman stands at the end of the table, on which are some 
cups and saucers; the death of the head of the family bemg probably 
announced in the words of the text; in the background is an old 
serving woman. The sombreness of the whole work is redeemed by 
the brick floor and red cushion of the chair. The scene teUs with 
terrible earnestness that it is the solemn moment just after death, 
when all the care and watching are at an end, and when the family 
may give way to its very natural sorrow. 

It was shortly after this that HoU began drawing on wood for the 
Graphic j or rather makmg black and white drawings for reproduction 
on the wood. He for some years did a good deal of this work, besides 
his painting, and he always attributed his success in dealing with light 
and shade to the education he thus obtained. It also served as a correc- 
tion to what might have proved a defect in him. Like many another 
painter he felt an extreme dissatisfaction very often with his work, and 
this involved constant changes in the course of the painting of a 
picture, changes, too, which were not always improvements. This 
hesitation and indecision were greatly lessened by getting into the 
habit of finishing rapidly, for he was obliged to work up to time for 
the Graphic, and it afterwards proved invaluable to him in portraiture, 
when a promptness in quickly seizing the characteristics of your 
sitter, and acting upon the conception at once, are so important to the 
success and life-likeness of a portrait. 

HoE shows in his portraits much sympathy with the characters of 
his models; they are something beyond mere likenesses, and wiE 
depict to posterity something of the mind of the men of the day as 
weU as their outward semblance. Let us take for instance his portrait 
of Lord Spencer^, one of his finest works. We see the earnest resolute- 
ness of the face, though rather worn with care, and the calm repose of 
the attitude, as weU as pictoriaEy the fine treatment of the red beard, 
and the masterly handling of the brush. EquaEy characteristic are his 
portraits of Captain Sim in his ninety-fourth year, of John Bright 
seated in his study, of Lord Duflerin and of Piatti with his violonceEo. 
HoU*s backgrounds are as a rule very dark, he leans to brown, and he 
keeps them as simple as possible, he cares htde for the environment of 
his sitter, or for my pictorial arrangement of background as such, he 
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loves to throw the subject out into the strongest rehef of light and 
dark, he enhances his lights by dashes of the whitest of whites. His 
local colour is finely given, though sometimes rather harshly ex- 
pressed. It is curious to note the refined finish, not unmixed with 
tinudity, of his portrait of himself at the age of eighteen, then to 
remark the more confident handling of his portrait of Samuel Cousins, 
R.A.,1 which, by the applause it met with from his brother artists and 
others, first induced HoU to take to portrait painting. In fact the only 
person who disliked it perhaps was the veteran engraver himself, who 
we beheve was actually much ojffended by it, and who certainly dis- 
agreed with Mr. Gladstone, who opined that it had immeasurably 
increased his (Cousins*) chances of immortahty. In some few of his 
portraits Holl*s handling becomes coarse, and he is inclined to load 
on his colour too much; but in his last pictures he returns to a greater 
refinement of brush-handling. With regard to his method of work, 
he himself when asked about it, would say, ‘I am sure I don*t know 
how I do it. I just look at my subject, and then try to drag him, 
himself, on to the canvas before me. I know nothing hardly of what 
colours I use, except as they represent what I see.* For his subject 
pictures he made a rough sketch in colour, very rough, but for his 
portraits he never thought out the idea until he started on his painting, 
though he would occasionally make a trifling pencil sketch on the 
back of an envelope; the only exception to this was in the case of two 
or three of his full-length portraits, which he treated more as pictures, ^ 
and for which he designed a sHght notion in colour. 

In our preceding remarks upon his art, we have considered Holl 
merely as a portrait painter; but his subject works shown in 1888, 
after his death, at the Royal Academy Wmter Exhibition, are full of 
interest, as for instance, ‘The Pawnbroker’s Shop’, 1873, where the 
yoimg mother is sacrificing her wedding-ring for the sake of her 
cbdld. ‘Newgate’, 1878. In this picture there is no strong colour, but 
the effect of the cold, dull prison-light is very striking. Then there are 
the two funeral pictures, particularly the one called ‘The Firstborn*, 
where the children are carrying the httle coffin, which is especially 
gracefully grouped; the mother so desperate in her sorrow, the old 
grandfather calmly resigned, and the father moody in his grief; all are 
full of dramatic pathos. A much earlier picture, ‘The Ordeal*, where a 
gentleman and his wife are examinmg a picture they have com- 
missioned, while the artist and his wife, one full of his picture, the 
1 Tate Gallery, London. 
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Other more concerned as to whether the patron will buy the work, is a 
very minute bit of finish. This was probably executed when HoU 
painted very slowly, and it is carefully elaborate. In his later work, 
and more especially during his portrait career, he was wonderfully 
rapid, and almost daring in his attack of the subject, scarcely ever 
making an alteration. It seemed as if his picture was so impressed on 
his brain that to place it on canvas was only a reproduction. He threw 
the full vigour and energy of his character into his work, and sacri- 
ficed his life to his devotion to his art. 

Hoh became an associate of the Royal Academy in 1878, and a full 
member in 1884, and he always took great interest in the working 
and the schools of the Royal Academy. He died at his house. The 
Three Gables, Hampstead, at the height of his fame, firom heart 
disease, aggravated, no doubt, by overwork, at the early age of 
forty-three, on 31 July 1888. His brother members, admirers and 
friends, combined to erect a memorial to him in St. Paul’s Cathedral. 
It has been objected to nearly all Holl’s subject pictures that they are 
of such sad subjects; perhaps the very force of his character, and the 
remains of his youthful sensitiveness, gave him a keen perception of 
the sadder elements m human life. 

We must just mention, in concluding our chapter on portrait 
painting, the small water-colour portraits of J. C. Moore (1829-1880), 
which are very true to nature, quiet and delicate in tone, and pure 
in colour, having an original character of their own. 



CHAPTER XXVII 


THE LANDSCAPE PAINTERS— CONSTABLE, 
CALLCOTT AND COLLINS 

Turner, of whom we have already spoken, was not without con- 
temporaries, distinguished men practising the same branch of art, yet 
in a manner quite their own, and aiming at original excellence. Of 
these John Constable, RA,, was remarkable as the first who wholly 
emancipated himself firom the schools. His art is purely and thoroughly 
Enghsh. Turner, in his early works at least, built much on the art of 
Claude and Poussin; so did Callcott. Gainsborough, English as he 
was in almost every phase of his art, was not clear of the dark masters 
and the ‘brown tree’ school. Morland was a Dutchman in subject, 
and in the mode of composing his pictures. Crome built upon 
Ruysdael and Hobbema. But Constable began with studymg nature; 
he was ever deep in the love of it, and ended as he began. His nature, 
too, was English nature; he never visited Italy; he did not even care 
for the mountain and the torrent of his own land, but he loved the 
flat pastures and the slow streams of his native Suflfolk. 

Constable was bom at East Bergholt, Suffolk, on 1 1 June 1776. He 
was the son of a wealthy miller, who had inherited considerable 
property. He was first intended for the Church. Then his father tried 
to make a miller of him, but he had a loving preference for art, and 
after a year he was left to foUow his own bent. In 1795 he came to 
London. In 1799 he was admitted a student of the Royal Academy; 
and in 1 802 we find him exhibiting his first picture. Soon gaining con- 
fidence in his own powers, he wrote in the following year, ‘ I feel now 
more than ever a decided conviction that I shall some time or other 
make some good pictures — pictures that shall be valuable to posterity 
if I do not reap the benefit of them’. He made one or two attempts at 
history, then lost much time in painting portraits, the only art which 
he found paid, and at last settled down to his true art, as a landscape 
painter. In 1819 he gained his election as associate, and ten years later 
his full membership. 

The banks of the Stour made him, he owns, a painter. He treated 
the nature which he saw in a thoroughly original manner, and he 
chose it under an aspect that had previously been overlooked. Land- 
scape painters had hitherto usually painted with the sun at their backs, 
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to the right, or to the left, out of the picture, looking to the landscape 
as the sun looks on it. But Constable took another view; he loved to 
see his subject under the sun. Many had painted the sun in the picture 
gradually sinking m the low horizon, and casting a dreamy mist and 
glow over aU the earth. Such treatments Claude loved and painted 
finely; Cuyp also loved them, and gave them with unequalled breadth 
and beauty. But Constable chose the time when the sun was high in 
the heavens, far above, out of his canvas, but still in front of him, and 
painted almost always under the sun; and much that is peculiar in his 
art arose from this cause. 

Moreover, he fuUy appreciated the special characteristics of the 
English climate of our sea-surrounded land; its moisture causing all 
that wealth of foliage unknown elsewhere, that lovely verdure which 
foreigners so deeply admire and wonder at. Its bree2:y freshness 
dehghted him, the rolling clouds drifting tender showers over the rich 
meadows, and giving those accidental gleams of light mingled with 
shade, so lovely to watch, as their shadows slowly float over hill and 
plam. He never thought nature too green, nor left the full fohage of 
summer for the brown tints of sim-dried autumn. Was not England 
above aU things green? Was it not so distinguished from other lands? 
So he thought, and so he ever painted. 

Thus his skies were generally masses of warm grey clouds rounded 
off with edges of silver; here and there a rift opening through them 
into the blue depths of heaven beyond. Such skies he knew produced 
those flying shadows and the contrasts of warm sunbeams and cool 
greys, of deep blue under the emerald foliage, which he felt to be the 
character of our scenery. But his greatest peculiarity in the eyes of his 
critics arose more particularly from the habit he had adopted of 
painting under the sun — that ghtter and sparkle of white lights on his 
foliage, which by those who had never observed nature, or who had 
no eyes to read her aright, was nicknamed ‘Constable’s snow’ — ^was 
laughed at as spotty, and ever treated with ridicule by those who loved 
the patina of brown pictures, and in whose eyes all freshness was a sin 
against both taste and truth. It is told of Chantrey — ^who, as having 
begun art as a landscape painter, ought to have had some sense of 
nature — that he took the brush out of our painter’s hands on one of 
the varnishing days, and as poor Constable said, ‘brushed away aU 
his dew*; passed a dirty brown glaze over all his truthful sparkle to 
tone It down to the duU hue of conventional truth. And his friend 
Leslie, speaking of his fine picture ‘The Opening of Waterloo 
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Bridge’, says, ‘What would he have felt could he foresee that, in 
little more than a year after his death, its silvery brightness was 
doomed to be clouded over by a coat of blacking, laid bn by the 
hand of a picture dealer; yet that this was done by way of giving tone 
to the picture, I know from the best authority, the lips of the operator; 
who assured me that several noblemen considered it to be greatly 
improved by the process. The blacking was laid on with water, and 
secured by a coat of mastic varnish/ 

Now, to convince one’s self of the true and original view of nature 
that Constable took, it is only necessary to look at nature, and we 
shall find that all leaves more or less, when not grimed with smoke, or 
foul with dust, are fitted to reflect light, and when so seen between the 
sun and the spectator do, like mirrors, reflect light from their surface — 
rays of crystal as from bright jewels, which can only be represented, 
if at all, by pure white. Still more do they sparkle and glitter when 
the dew of morning, or the freshness of summer showers is upon 
them, and this Constable as a painter was the first to treat. This 
original view of nature led him to depict many other beauties, which 
he rendered most truthfully; thus, seen under the sun, the shadows are 
broad and liquid, with fullness of rich colour in them; at the edges of 
trees the true local colour in all its fullness is found, while in other parts, 
where the sun-rays pass through the thinner foliage, the colour is 
enriched by transmission, as it is through stained glass, and is in vivid 
contrast with the full shadows. But this is never the case opposite the 
sun, where the colour is modified and somewhat neutralized by the 
reflected grey or blue of the heavens. All this the painter has felt, and 
much more, has taught us to feel also; but it required a generation 
to do so. Fuseli, whose pictures axe, as to colour, but honey and 
treacle, could see in him nothin g but a painter of watery skies and 
coming showers, and thought it witty to call to the Academy porter, 
‘ Strowger, bring me my umbrella, I am going to see Mr. Constable’s 
pictures’. 

But Constable himself was satirical by nature, and could justly be so 
on the connoisseurs who asked, ‘Where is your brown trees’ or who 
would lay down rules of what ‘foregrounds should or should not be.’ 
He well knew what they should be; that they should be carefully 
studied from nature; that water-weeds should grow on the banks of his 
streams, and not on high uplands; that each plant had a separate 
individuality, characteristics difierent from all other plants; and that 
wcedage should not be done to pattern, as was rather too much the 



case even with Claude. He was accustomed to say, ‘Paint your fore- 
ground well and truly, and the middle distance will take care of itself *, 
showing at least how much he valued his foreground. To him painting 
was wholly a matter of feeling, not of rule; he was heard to lament 
after a visit from one of the tnbe of small critics, who had assured him 
that this was wrong and that against all rule, that he wanted a tree 
here, a light there, and changes everywhere — ‘Ah! there is my day’s 
painting done; that little fellow with his cocketyhoop manner has 
taken away all my feeling’. 

Free from the shackles of the schools. Constable was free also to 
choose his own mode of execution. With him the tool was nothing, 
nor the workmanship, but only the effect produced. There was on 
his part no wish to astonish by eccentricity of execution — ^like the 
painter in Queen Elizabeth’s day, who, affecting to find painting 
with his fingers too easy, took to working with his toes — ^but simply 
as setting up feeling and truth above labour and execution. He mostly 
laid in his works with the palette knife, thus obtaining great flatness 
and breadth of touch; and avoiding all litdeness of execution and 
attention to mere details, he was enabled to treat the general truths 
of nature as to colour and chiaroscuro largely and simply. A minor 
beauty arising from this practice was the full purity of white or other 
solid pigments, or tints mixed with them, as left by the flat knife, 
unchanged in the slightest degree by the greyness occasioned by the 
texture of brush-marks. 

What he really sought, however, was the thorough abstraction of 
his attention from details, to concentrate his whole feeUng on the 
general effects of nature; to allow his memory to recall those deep 
impressions of beauty , often most evanescent and transient, but which, 
as delighting the painter, it is his peculiar province to produce for 
the delight of others. Constable’s practice thus wholly differed from 
the later school of landscape painting which arose out of what is 
called Pre-Raphaelism. That system inculcates the exact and literal 
imitation of parts, gradually merging them into a whole; while 
Constable viewed his work from the first as a whole, afterwards 
adding just sufficient detail to give truth of form without destroying 
the higher quahties arising from generalization. The P.R.B. system 
is admirably adapted for study, for the early practice of the young 
painter; but really fine art, such as the art of Turner, of Gainsborough, 
of Wilson, of Claude, or of Cuyp, will never be achieved if literal 
imitation becomes the end instead of the means. Mere imitation, bit 
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by bit, is certain to produce works less like nature than when its 
general expression is sought after. 

Painting is, and must be, a sacrifice of less significant truths in 
order to obtain truth as a whole. How can we, with our poor pig- 
ments, represent the luminousness and the’ infinite gradations seen 
in nature, either of light and dark or of colour ? Black and white, for 
instance— -the pigments which represent for us the extremes of fight 
and darkness — ^what relation has white paint, seen in the subdued 
fight of room or gallery, where pictures must be seen, to the bright 
fight on the rolling cumulus in the summer heavens; let alone the 
sun, the source of light, or its reflection on streams or from polished 
surfaces? or black, to that intensity of darkness when from sunny 
daylight we look into some deep cavernous gloom ? The same may 
be said of afi. the pigments which represent colour; they are but 
sorry substitutes for nature’s hues. The infinite gradations that exist 
in nature are almost unattainable m art; so refined and delicate are 
they that the coarse media of pigments and varnishes cannot produce 
them. What pigments, what execution will render such delicate 
transitions ? Certainly not the crude colours at our command, or the 
oil vehicles with which we temper them. Hence the painter has to 
substitute other truths, and resorts to ‘breadth*, whereby he masses 
the parts and loses the gradations; suppressing details, he makes the 
general colour of the mass to include the many minor forms and hues 
which his limited means prevent him from producing with adequate 
truth. For such as are important to retain he reserves his palette; 
refusing for a while to avail himself even of the full purity of the 
pigments he has at his command, in order that he may have means, 
by enhancing points of fight or of colour higher, purer, and brighter 
than the rest, to make some olyect of interest sparkle and glow on 
the spectator’s eye. 

Again, reduction in size compels the painter to the same expedients. 
Objects in nature that teU palpably on the eye are, when reduced to 
the relative scale of our picture, so microscopically small that we 
must either unduly enlarge them, or suppress them, and seek com- 
pensation in that ‘breadth’ which includes them. In working direct 
from nature these minute beauties enchant us, so affecting the painter 
that he can hardly avoid the endeavour to imitate them, and thus 
the whole is sacrificed to the parts. It must be remembered, also, that 
what may appear to the painter, when in face of nature, almost 
faithful imitation of the scene before him, becomes tame and changed 
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when his work is brought into the subdued Hght of his own room. 
It is said that the Dutch painters of candle-Hght effects wrought by- 
daylight, looking through a small aperture into a room where then: 
subject was seen illuminated by candle-light. Now, whether true or 
not, this is the effect to be obtained — the candle-Hght must appear 
to be candle-light when seen by dayHght; and the sunny landscape 
must not merely be bright and glowing when the painter is on the 
field of his out-of-door labours, but must bring the sun and the glow 
of dayHght into our rooms: and as every painter must be aware of the 
change that takes place when out-of-door work is seen indoors, he 
will be aware that some treatment must be adopted to insure that his 
work when examined indoors shall have die effect seen out-of-doors. 

AH these considerations, joined, no doubt, to a fine perception of 
truth and an accurate memory of form and colour, led Constable to 
forgo painting direct from nature, which he was so weU qualified 
to excel in, and to form instead a style and manner built on careful 
studies; by which he was better enabled to place before us aU those 
large truths of landscape scenery which had impressed him with 
their poetry and beauty, and could thoroughly enable us for all time 
to enjoy them through him. 

There are commencements for two of Constable*s pictures, which 
are invaluable, not only for their intrinsic quaHties, but as illustrations 
of his mode of conducting his pictures. They are studies for ‘The 
Hay Warn’, one of his finest works, ^ and for ‘The Jumping Horse 
sometimes called ‘The Canal’, exhibited in 1825. The canvases are 
the size of the completed works. The subjects are laid in with the 
knife, with great breadth and in a grand and large manner. Various 
glazings have then been passed over the parts, to bring together and 
enrich them (even the skies are glazed); and then the whole has again 
had enhancing points of colour added, brighmess and dayHght being 
obtained by further draggings and knife touches. With the exception 
of the glazings, it would seem as if the brush had not been used upon 
them; hence there is a complete absence of any sort of detail. 

When Constable had carried his study thus far, and was pleased 
with the indications it contained, he would leave it without further 
completion, perhaps fearing to lose what he was so satisfied with — 
for it must be confessed that Constable was a man who had sufficient 
self-esteem, in the language of the phrenologists, to think well of 

^ See John Constable. The Hay Wain in the National Gallery, London, with 
an Introduction by Sir Kenneth Clark, 1944. 
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Hs own works — ^he would leave it without completion, and begin 
again on a new canvas, endeavouring to retain the fine qualities of 
the studied sketch, adding to it such an amount of completeness and 
detail as could be given without loss of the higher qualities of breadth 
and' general truth. How completely this was effected would be at 
once seen by comparing the incomplete with the completed work. 
There was an opportunity for doing this during the International 
Exhibition of 1862, when the two studies were hung for a time on 
loan in the Sheepshanks collection, and the two pictures were placed 
in the adjacent gallery. It was a lesson that might be most vduable 
to young artists if they could read it aright, and to the despisers of 
the method followed by the older masters of our school. Constable 
himself knew the value of such studies, for he rarely parted with 
them. He used to say of his studies and pictures that he had no 
objection to part with the com, but not with the field that grew it. 

Because Constable despised the painters who were content to see 
nature only through the eyes of others, it must not be presumed that 
he did not feel the merits of the great painters among the old 
masters, or was untouched by the beauty of their works. He was a 
great admirer of all that was truly good in landscape art; he made 
studies from Ruysdael’s pictures, pointing out their merits with 
great delight, and the power of observation they evinced. Even the 
landscape art of the higher schools was fiiHy appreciated by him; and 
one of his latest labours was to lecture upon the beauties of the 
landscape of Titian’s ‘Peter Martyr’. 

Moreover, it is rather contrary to the usual practice of the Royal 
Academy that a landscape paiuter should be a visitor in the life-school, 
but at Constable’s desire he was elected to that ofiEce. He selected for 
study some of the finest figures from Raphael, and fiom Michelangelo 
in the Sistine Chapel, posing the modeb in the life-school in like 
attitudes; an excellent mode of study, enabling the students to see how 
these great masters had treated nature. Among other figures, he 
placed one in the attitude of a well-knovm Eve, and he thought it 
would be useful to the students to contrast the flesh with real foliage. 
Accordingly he had a large laurel bush cut down fi:om his garden at 
Hampstead, to stand in the place of the tree of knowledge. Unfor- 
tunately (as his visitorship was just at Christmas time), the man em- 
ployed to convey it to Somerset House was seized by the police as a 
garden robber, who had stolen the tree for Christmas decorations; 
and notwithstanding his protestations, both he and the tree were 
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carried to the station-house, which Constable had to visit in order to 
redeem them fxom durance. Finally, the bush with a few oranges tied 
on to give colour, and.to represent the forbidden fruit, did service as a 
support to the female representative of Eve; much to the satisfaction 
of ie students, and also to the gratification of Etty’s love of colour, 
he being, as usual, at his post on this occasion. 

Constable has been most fortunate in his biographer, but Leslie has 
painted him couleur de rose, and transfused his own kindly and simple 
spirit into the biography. The landscape painter, though of a mardy 
nature, was eminently sarcastic, and was very clever at saying the 
bitterest thin gs in a witty manner. This had no doubt been increased 
by the neglect with which the would-be connoisseurs had treated his 
art, and by the sneers of commonplace critics. He may be said to have 
been born a litde too early; before the time when nature was 
appreciated rather than pictures, and within the period when Dutch 
finish was thought indispensable to a fine work. Yet he certainly was 
the forerunner of the race of artists who, about the period of his mid- 
career, began to rely upon their own impressions of nature in the 
treatment of their subjects, and to eject the traditional dogmas of art. 
There can be no doubt that Constable had great influence on the 
landscape art, both of his own country and that of France, inducing 
much of that candid acceptance of nature, as contradistinguished 
from compositions, which some of the artists who succeeded him here, 
aflFect to follow even too minutely. Yet his peculiar treatment of his 
subject has not been followed up by any. One painter only of his own 
time, whether from original observation, or following in Constable’s 
footsteps, adopted the same practice; this was George Vincent, of 
whom we have already spoken, who almost invariably practised 
painting ‘under the sun’. As to Constable’s influence on French art, 
arising from the picture of ‘The Hay Wain’, which he sent in 1824 to 
the Paris Exhibition, and for which he was honoured with a gold 
medal, it is acknowledged even by their own art-cntics; and there is 
no doubt that the school of which Troyon was so able a representa- 
tive, was imtiated owing to the admiration of these fine works. 
Constable’s influence upon Leslie and his art has been spoken of in 
the account of that painter’s career. 

Constable died in Charlotte Street, Fitzroy Square, on i April 
1837. He had worked hard for appreciation and fame, and it must 
have been with pain that he said of himself in reference to a work of 
his engraved by Lucas — ‘The painter himself is totally unpopular, and 
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Will be so on this side of the grave; the subjects nothing but art, and 
the buyers wholly ignorant of that’. Again — ‘My art flatters nobody 
by unitation, it courts nobody by smoothness, it tickles nobody by 
petiteness, it is without either fal-de-lal or fiddle-de-dee: how can I 
therefore hope to be popular?* But his conviction that his pictures 
would be valued by posterity soon found its fulfilment. His fiiends 
purchased his fine work, ‘The Cornfield*, and presented it to the 
National Gallery. A better feeling for his art at once arose, and his 
pictures are now treasured m all collections, and prized at their proper 
worth. 

Augustus Wall Callcottj R.A.y was bom on 20 February 1779, ^ th^ 
quiet suburb of Kensington Gravel Pits, not as now abounding with 
art and artists, but a rural neighbourhood separated firom London by 
green fields and workmen’s villages, by the parks and gardens, in our 
day so trim and well frequented, but then neglected and run to waste 
— the park stocked with deer, the gardens tangled and unhealthy; 
but firom which ‘ dogs and livery servants’ were rigorously excluded. 
CaUcott’s family had resided long in the neighbourhood; his elder 
brother had adopted the profession of music, in which art he devel- 
oped rare genius, and became the celebrated Dr. CaUcott. He had 
smdied under Dr. Cooke, at Westminster, and his younger brother, 
the future artist, was in his boyhood a chorister in the Abbey, until 
his voice broke, and his desire for art outweighed his love of music. 
In 1797, he was admitted a student of the Royal Academy, and 
became for a time a pupil of Hoppner. Following the direction of his 
studies he began life as a portrait painter, and we find him exhibiting 
in 1799, for the first time, a ‘Portrait of Miss Roberts’. In 1802 he 
exhibited a portrait of Dr. Gray, the father of the distmguished 
naturalist. Dr. Gray, of the British Museum; it is now in the Royal 
Society, and is a work of much merit for so young a paiuter. But 
CaUcott’s natural bent was evidently in another direction. In the same 
year he exhibited five landscapes; and landscape art constituted the 
labour of his life until a late period of his career. 

In 1 81 1, the year after his election to the Academicianship, he 
exhibited ten landscapes, and in 1812 six; but whether it had been 
whispered to him that his art was not up to his early promise, or that 
with his sound judgement he felt such to be the case; or, it may be, 
struck with the grand works of Turner, or the rising talent of Con- 
stable, he seems firom this time to have determined to limit his 
appearances in public. For the next two years he exhibited nothing, 
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and thencefortli, for the period of twelve years, he put all his strength 
into a single picture for the annual exhibitions. During this interval 
he painted his finest pictures and undoubtedly raised his reputation 
to the first rank. His best works were mostly Enghsh landscapes; ‘ The 
Entrance to the Pool of London’, exhibited in the Royal Academy in 
i8i6, and ‘The Mouth of the Tyne’, in i8i8, both of which were in 
the International Exhibition of i86i, are evidences of his claim to this 
distinction; they had an individuality of their own, and showed an 
appreciation of Enghsh atmosphere and English scenery not to be 
found in the works of his later years. 

CaUcott and Mulready were neighbours from early times, and 
being seven years the elder, Callcott was a little looked up to by his 
junior. Varley also was intimate with them. A curious story used to be 
told among the members of Callcott’s family, and during the lifetime 
of both parties, relating to Varley ’s practice of, and belief in, astrology. 
Varley asked Callcott to give him his exact age, and having obtained 
it, he cast his nativity, sealed it up and gave it to Mulready, charging 
him to keep it safely until Callcott was fifty years old. The paper, it is 
said, was laid aside and forgotten until Callcott, then in his fiftieth 
year, wrote to Mulready, to invite him to his wedding, which was 
about to take place with Mrs. Graham, the widow of Captain 
Graham. Mulready recollected Varley’ s sealed paper and his injunc- 
tion, and took the document with him, opening it in the presence of the 
assembled company; the contents ran thus — ‘Callcott will remain 
single until he is fifiy, and then will marry and go to Italy’. As the 
painter really was to make a trip, shortly after his wedding, to that 
country, it was thought a wonderful coincidence. Over and over 
again have we heard this tale told, with many other of Varley’s wild 
fancies; but if our dates are accurate, Callcott was married on 
20 February 1827, his forty-eighth birthday, and he started for 
Italy on 12 May following, so that we have a false date, or Varley 
made a false prediction. This was Callcott’s first journey to Italy, but 
he had previously been in Paris and in Holland. 

On Callcott’s return fitrom Italy in June, 1828, he seems to have 
entirely changed his views as to exhibiting; perhaps it was necessary, 
as he was now married, to provide for a larger estabhshment. His 
wife also assisted with her pen; and her work on early Italian painters 
added to her husband’s reputation firom his pencil. His studio m ‘The 
Mall’ was firequented by the tided and the rich; his art became 
fashionable; the painter himself was courteous and somewhat of a 
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courtier — different from his great competitor. Turner. His 
pictures, bright, pleasant of surface, and finished in execution, were 
suited to the appreciation of his public, and not beyond their com- 
prehension; commissions poured in upon him. In the week before 
the pictures were sent in to the Academy, the occupants of lines of 
carriages usually waited their turn to be admitted to see his works 
before they left the painter’s easel. Instead of the one picture of rare 
excellence which he had formerly shown as the pubhc pledge of his 
improvement, he began to send the full number allowed by the 
Academy laws; instead of the careful study of nature and nature’s 
effects, which he made with a view to perfect such works, he began 
to rely on sketches and on his memory — to rely on his art-knowledge, 
his composition, his sweet execution; and his works kicreased in art, 
or what is called art, and decreased in nature. 

In 1837, on the accession of Her Majesty, he received the honour 
of knighthood, and this year, reverting rather to his early art, he sent 
to the Academy a picture of * Raphael and the Fomarina,* the 
figures life-size, the whole finished with the careful execution of a 
cabinet picture. 

Callcott’s health was not strong as he advanced in years. Lady 
CaUcott’s, after a time, wholly failed; and for many years before her 
death, which happened in 1842, she was a complete invalid, confined 
to her chamber, almost to her bed. Yet in iat sick chamber she 
managed, in the intervals of her suffering, to draw around her a 
circle of friends, of hterary companions, of artists young and old; 
to learn of, and be interested in, the advance and social progress of 
the outer world, from which she was so much cut off*. In the long 
summer evenings, when these occasional gatherings took place, as 
the sun dedined in the west and the day faded into twiHght, the 
room and the company formed a picture such as memory reverts to 
with many regrets, and we are reminded of our own art aspirations, 
and the subjects of interest there discussed. The little bed on which 
the lady sat, partly dressed and propped up with pillows, covered 
with rich draperies, was placed before one of the windows of a room 
in the old house — a copyhold tenement of the Callcotts — ^in which 
the painter lived and died. Vines were trained across and across the 
window, and through their leaves the rays of the setting sun came 
tempered and moderated into green coolness. Inside the room there 
was usually a small selection of rare plants in pots, and little bouquets 
of choice flowers were on the tables. Two or three dogs formed part 
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of the company — one of large size was a great favourite with the 
mistress; while the visitors, seated about on the old furniture of a 
quaint, picturesque, and irregular room, gave the painters of the 
party many hints of colour and effect as die light sank away into 
gloom. Lady Callcott mosdy supported the conversation. She was 
somewhat imperious in her state chamber; the painter being more 
of a silent Hstener, until some incident of travel, some question of art, 
roused him up to earnest interest or wise remark. He was a kindly 
hearted man, and always seemed interested in the progress of the 
young; being quite willing to communicate to them his art-lore, 
and to advise with them on the progress of their pictures; and for his 
sake the young painters made it a rule to take their works on the 
morning of sendmg in to the Academy, and to range them before 
the sick lady who could not leave her chamber, that she might 
have a sight at least of some portion of the coming exhibition. 

Some time prior to the excitement which pervaded the whole art 
world when the commissioners for decorating the Houses of Parlia- 
ment called for competitions in historic painting, Callcott, inated 
perhaps by the success of ‘Raphael and the Fomarina’ (for in the 
eyes of many it was a success), again came forward as a history- 
pamter, and sent to the Academy, in 1840, a picture, with the figures 
rather larger than Kfe, of ‘Milton dictating Paradise Lost to his 
Daughters.’ It was a large picture, rather than a great one; a picture 
that would have taxed the strength of a man in the prime of his art 
to produce, and was too much for one enfeebled by illness, and in 
the decline of his powers. It impressed the spectator with an oppres- 
sive sense of the labour that had called it forth, and of the labour that 
had been given to its completion, rather than with the grandeur 
of the subject or the severity of its treatment; yet it satisfied most of 
the conditions and rules of art, and wanted but the fire of youth 
and genius to make it a real and impressive work. It was indeed too 
much for the physical powers of the painter, whose health rapidly 
declined from this time. On the death of Mir. Seguier, he was 
appointed to the duties of surveyor of Crown pictures, but was 
prevented from entering upon the active discharge of his office. In the 
same quiet nook in ‘The Mall, Kensington Gravel Pits,’ in the house 
wherein he was bom — ^with the same clipped old elms in front of it 
that he had looked on when a child, but which were shortly after to 
be removed from the face of the earth by the buildings rapidly 
advancing from the outskirts of the metropolis — ^he passed the short 
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remainder of his days, and he died, regretted by many, on 25 
November 1844. He was buried at Kensal Green. 

Callcott early became aware that with the limited scale of light 
and dark, of colour and negation, at the command of the painter, as 
compared with that of nature, a compromise must absolutely be 
made, and he adopted the principle of reducing the positive tints of 
his pictures to negative ones, diiBfusing light pretty generally 
throughout the whole, and making the figures, which he introduced 
with great skill, the telling points of the composition; both the 
strongest lights and darks, and the purest hues of colour, being 
focused in their draperies. As these were naturally the points of most 
mterest the system was a sound one; the picture gained great breadth 
and was firom its lightness and the salient brilliancy of the figures, 
always pleasing in our dark rooms. By this system the secondary 
green of trees became, as treated by Callcott, a tertiary citrine; his 
skies rarely contained azure blue, and his buddings were varied hues 
of brown. It is not so obvious in his early works, since in them his 
reference to nature modified it; but when in later life his works were 
in great demand, and he was obliged to produce them by system 
rather than by immediate reference to nature, the principle of his 
composition became very apparent, and was apt to be a litde vapid 
and empty in larger pictures; while, carried to excess in his latest 
works, it resulted, as was naturally to be expected, in weakness and 
insipidity. This was the case with his last large picture, painted in 
1842, ‘An English Landscape’; the subject being a group of cows 
standing in a pool of water under some trees, of which an eminent 
figure painter, who was asked what he thought of it, answered, 
perhaps even more wittily than justly, ‘I should say it was milk and 
W2y;er’. In his early pictures he painted with a firm and manly 
execution; latterly, when his works became, as we have said, more 
conventional and less realistic, and when he was influenced, perhaps 
insensibly, by the practice of Turner, he' endeavoured to achieve 
air-tint — ^infinity of parts combined with breadth of light — ^by 
scumblings and by scraping the surface, by glazings and thin paint- 
ings, which further contributed to give his pictures an artificial 
look. We greatly prefer the EngUsh landscapes of the period already 
named; but some of his Italian compositions have an air of classic 
grandeur which, if we cannot place him near Turner, at least 
induces us to regret that such art is fast dying out of our school: 
dying out before those merely imitative landscapes which are painted 
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out of doors and direct from nature. The ‘Italian Landscape’, ex- 
hibited in the British Institution in 1863, is among the best of this class. 

With all the faults of this picture, and of the school to which it 
belongs, how much is the loss to be deplored of the talent which 
produced it ! What a refrned art! What an attempt to Hft us out of the 
commonplaces of nature! Callcott himself never painted directly 
from nature, but from drawings and studies; his art would have been 
better had he studied nature more by colour, his pictures wanted this. 
Callcott’s early study enabled him, as we have seen, to paint the 
figures in his landscape well; but it did not fit him for a figure 
painter. His wealoiess is shown in his smaller figure pictures as much 
as in his larger. They are weak and tame, and have rather the appear- 
ance of being painted from the lay figure than from nature. 

While it is given to but few, very few, artists to attain die highest 
rank m art, it is an honourable end to have stamped a marked 
individuality on any of its varied modes of appealing to mankind. 
If the former was denied to William Collins, R.A., it at least was given 
to him to find a somewhat untrodden path in art for himself, and to 
make the latter success his own by the way he treated his sub- 
jects. William Collins was bom m Great Titchfield Street, on 18 
September 1788. Although an Englishman by birth, by parentage 
he was allied to each of the sister kingdoms; his mother being a 
native of Edinburgh,* and his father bom at Wicklow in Ireland. 
The elder Collins had setded in England as a writer and joumahst, 
and to these, considering them as precarious means of supporting 
his family, he added the business of a picture dealer. The love of 
landscape scenery in the yoimger Collins might be derived from both 
parents, bom as they were in places remarkable for picturesque 
beauty. The two sons William and Francis, moreover, were fr^m 
their father’s business early thrown among art and artists; and 
brought up in its very atmosphere, what wonder that WilHam, die 
elder, chose it for his pursuit in Hfe. His first studies, we are told, were 
from the objects around him, and these alternated with ‘copies of 
pictures and drawings for the small patrons and dealers of the day’. 

Collins’s father was intimate, among others, with George Morland 
(an ititiihacy which subsequendy led to his writing the life of that 
artist); and the son was very anxious to be introduced to a man who 
was everywhere spoken of as a wonder of erratic genius, and who 
had promised to admit the lad to his studio, that he might at least see 
the coi^duct of his pictures. It so happened that the boy’s first sight 
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of the famous animal painter was at his Other’s house, under very 
questionable circumstances, sleeping off, in the kitchen, a fit of filthy 
intoxication; this may have been a lesson for our young painter, who 
was through Hfe a man of the most correct habits. From this time 
Collins was a visitor at Morland’s painting-room as often as the 
irregularities of that painter would permit. He seems to have had a 
high sense of his talents, and to have taken great interest in the places 
where he had been in company with Morland when in later life he 
revisited them. We are told, however, that he did not consider that 
he gained any remarkable advantage in the practical part of his art 
firom the kind of instruction which Morland was able to convey; 
but those who examine the works of the two men will see that the 
early impression made by the art of the eccentric painter had a 
marked influence on the future art of Collins, and perhaps first led 
him to those rustic subjects which he handled so skilfully, and 
treated with a refinement which was denied to the* man of gross 
sensuahty and intemperate habits. 

Pursuing his desultory studies imder his father’s superintendence, 
alternately painting from a group of objects, perchance jars or 
blacking botdes, with his fiiend John Linnell; sketching firom nature 
and copying pictures spurious and original, with the advantage also 
of seeing the rapid pencil of Morland at work to produce means to 
continue Bis excesses, young Collins reached his nineteenth year, 
and was sufficiently advanced in 1807 to obtain admission as a 
student in the Royal Academy, and also fortuitously to become an 
exhibitor on its walls. Of these first pictures, ‘Two Views of Mill- 
bank’, there is no record further than their insertion in the catalogue. 

In 1809 Collins was advanced to the Hfe^school, and in the same 
year his pictures, both in the Academy and in the British Institution, 
obtained some share of pubhc notice; and, what was even of more 
importance to a struggling artist fighting his own way in life, they 
found purchasers also. As years passed on, young Collins improved 
in his art, thought not rapidly; his works had Htde of the richness 
and less of the free handling he arrived at afterwasds. Early in the 
year 1812, Collins lost a father to whom he seems to have been 
tenderly attached; a short diary of this penod, preserved by his son, 
very touchingly paints the few anxious days which preceded his 
death, and the destitution of the family now left whoUy dependent 
on the young painter. But firiends rose up to help, as they mostly 
do for those who are true-hearted, and we find one kind fiiend 
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coming forward to assist them with furniture in lieu of that which the 
creditors had laid their hands on; while another, Sir Thomas Heath- 
cote, one of Collins’s first patrons, not only paid him half the price 
of a picture in advance, but offered a loan of money in addition. 
From this time, in young CoUins’s pictures, the figures were more 
predominant than the landscape; his subjects, mosdy the joys and 
sorrows of children, won their way in public estimation, and seem 
to have found ready purchasers. 

It shows how popular were the subjects of his choice, and how true 
it is that the quality of colour in art is the most attractive to the 
public; and when joined to subjects appeahng, as did those of CoUins, 
to the heart and understandmg of all, is sure to win an early success. 
Both these qualities were umted m a work of this period which 
became very widely popular, and is a representative work of the 
painter’s, ‘The Sale of the Pet Lamb’, which, painted in 1812, 
united very happily the best characteristics of the painter’s art. 

The incident is one of frequent occurrence in rural Hfe, where the 
cade lamb, as it is called — a lamb which by accident has lost its dam — 
is given away to the cottager, that it may be petted into Hfe, if 
possible, by the active sympathy of his children; it gradually grows 
iuto their young hearts as companion and playmate, until its age, 
or some pressing need, gives it up to the usual fate of its kind. In the 
pamter’s treatment of the subject, the butcher-lad has cohie to lead 
away the imconscious victim; he does his duty kindly for the chil- 
dren’s sake, although (as labouring in his vocation) he is untouched 
by any sentiment the others feel. One of the children pushes him 
away from their playfellow, another feeds it for the last time, while 
a little girl clings ‘to the mother, who is receiving the price of the 
lamb, tearfully urging that it should not be taken firom them. This 
picture, with one or two others of the same class, so advanced 
Collins in the estimation of his brother artists that in November 
1814 he was elected an associate of the Royal Academy. 

The painter having obtained his first promotion in art, had taken 
a new and larger house; but although his works were popular and 
many wfere purchased, he had still difficulties to struggle with; in 
subsequent years fortune was not equally favourable, and we find 
an entry in his diary in the spring of 1816, ‘A black-looking April 
day, with one sixpence m my pocket, £,700 in debt, shabby clothes, 
a fine house, and a large stock of my own handiworks’. It must be 
remembered that the young painter had his mother and his brother 
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at this time to provide for, that he had entered upon the responsi- 
bihties of a larger establishment, and also that, on looking down the 
list of pictures and their prices, recorded in his Life by Wilkie 
Collins, it is evident from statements in his diaries that some of 
the pictures were not purchased at the time they were painted, but 
afterwards, when he was growing still more into fame and notice. 

In the troubles of this period of his life, he cast about for some new 
class of subjects to attract the attention of the public, and made 
journeys to the sea-coast, painting first at Cromer, and afterwards at 
Hastings, coast scenery, enlivened with groups of fisher-boys, boats, 
fish, etc.; these he treated with great freshness and truth, and having 
made himself a place of his own in art, he was elected a full member 
of the academic body in February 1820. In 1822, during a visit to 
Scotland in company with his friend Wilkie, Collins completed a 
long-standing engagement by marrying Miss Geddes, by whom he 
had two sons. The elder has written a life of his father, full of matters 
of interest both to artists and to the general pubHc. 

Collins was now well established, having obtained the highest 
honours of the profession, and having in his particular branch of 
landscape art, as Wilkie told him, the ball at his feet, he had but to 
paint as he had begun to widen his popularity. There was no fear of 
any lack of subjects in the inexhaustible field he had chosen, nor of 
their palling on the pubhc taste. Such subjects he continued to paint 
until the year 1836, when he produced two of his very best works — 
‘Sunday Morning’, and ‘Happy as a King’.^ This latter picture is 
full of life and action, the landscape is broad and simple in manner, 
and is beautifully suggestive. 

Wilkie, while on the Continent, had m his letters repeatedly urged 
his fiiend to see the beauties of Italy; recounting the many subjects he 
would find there for his pencil, and the desirableness of filling his 
mind with new ideas; and at length CoUins made up his mind to the 
journey, and on 19 September 1836 he left England to spend some 
time in the South. 

To us who look back over his whole course and review his art life, 
it may be permitted to doubt if the Italian journey was at all bene- 
ficial to his reputation. It is true diat some beautiful landscapes 
resulted from it; such as that seen ‘From the Caves of Ulysses at 
Sorrento, Bay of Naples’, a work of great truth and beauty. But 
Collins was essentially an English painter; from his youth up he had 
^ Both in the Tate Gallery, London. 
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lived among the rustic children he loved to paint and the rural 
scenery in which he placed them; and although Itahan mendicants, 
priests, and lazzaroni might be a change to the public, yet even at the 
time they were hardly thought a change for the better; while to 
ourselves, one such picture as ‘Happy as a King’ is worth all the 
figure pictures, the fruits of his Itahan journey. Nor can we forget 
that to the treacherous smiles of an Itahan sun we ultimately owed 
the loss of the artist. While at Sorrento, he could not be persuaded 
that it was dangerous to paint out of doors in the heat of the day. 
The temptation to do so was great; the artist was incapable of 
idleness, and continued against the remonstrances of his friends 
to work at all hours; the result was a severe attack of rheumatic 
fever, which lasted many weeks, and left behind it a disease of the 
heart, which troubled him, dunng the remaining years of his life, 
and finally resulted in his death on 17 February 1847. 

As a landscape and figure painter, Collins was not of that imitative 
school who paint direcdy from nature; his practice was to make 
drawings of all the parts and details which he intended to use in his 
work, to study the effects of air and light on the spot, and then to 
paint his picture in his studio from these materials. He sketched in, 
first the general composition of his picture, the disposition of the 
parts, the rack of clouds, the figures he mtended to form part of the 
composition; often arranging and rearrangmg, until he was satisfied 
with this stage of his labours. From this he proceeded to the dead 
colouring. He began, as is usual, with the sky, which he endeavoured 
to finish at once, and, failing to do so, would hang a wet sheet before 
it during the mght, to keep it wet for the next day, and this part of 
the work he finished with the sweetener. He then painted from the 
horizon forward, finishing the various distances towards the fore- 
ground. To secure the true Ught and shade of his figures, he adopted at 
times the method of his friend Wilkie, grouping day figures or dressed 
dolls in a box lighted for that purpose. His son tells us that he was ever 
most anxious to execute his works with such durable materials and 
pigments as would ensure their preservation, not only during his own 
lifetime, but to posterity. He does not appear to have given in to the 
use of asphaltum, which his friend Wilkie used so largely to the des- 
truction of his own pictures and recommended so warmly to others; 
he used magylph, it is true, but with proper restraint. 

In his diaries he has left us some valuable records of the vehicles 
with which various of his pictures are painted — ^records well worth 
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careful investigation by those who have the opportunity of com- 
paring them with the several works. In some of his pictures he has 
used his vehicle too freely, and cracking has been the result; while 
in those where he has used copal largely, we should expect the lights 
to have become somewhat homy. 

Much of Collins’s reputation was derived from his happy choice of 
subjects. These, in many respects, correspond with the subjects 
chosen by Morland, but they are treated with far more refinement; 
and as many of his actors are children, and as he entered thoroughly 
into their sports and habits,, they interest us much more. His land- 
scapes are always an important feature of the picture; the handling 
and execution are a little akin to the art of Gainsborough, having 
his freshness and a little of his ease, with greater finish. 

Collins was a devout unitator of nature, but in its generalities rather 
than in details. He had a strong feeling for colour, but he was a very 
indifferent draughtsman. He painted his Itahan sketches in this 
country, away from the models that had suggested them, and in 
such works his drawing and execution were still more timid and 
feeble. Then again his draperies are often merely rags, suggestive of 
pleasant colour it is true, but distasteful to those who desire somewhat 
of form or fold and flow. 



Milford Bridge near Salisbury. Etching by John Constable. 



CHAPTER XXVIII 


LATER LANDSCAPE PAINTERS 

John Linnell, perhaps the most thoroughly English of our land- 
scape painters, was bom in Bloomsbury, i6 June 1792. Unlike Con- 
stable, who revelled in the flat pastures of his native Suffolk, Linnell 
seems, as a rule, to represent a glorified Surrey* The scenery of that 
county and of Kent in passing through his mind reappears upon his 
canvases, shorn of all littleness — treated with great impressiveness 
under the happiest effects, and surmounted by the most splendid 
skies. It is curious that this master of landscape art began his career 
by painting portraits, but they were, in one sense, merely ‘pot- 
boilers’, as our painter only looked upon them as subservient to 
landscape, his real love; and while he painted portraits for money, 
he worked away at landscapes till he had secured a fame and reputa- 
tion in his cherished art.^ 

He seems, from the account of those who knew him best, to have 
begun to draw fi:om his earHest years, and he painted his first work in 
oil when only twelve years old. While quite a boy Linnell was 
articled to Varley, where one of his fellow-pupils, his senior by seven 
years, was Mulready. The two became great fiiends, and Linnell 
probably learnt most of the technical part of his art firom him. The 
lad also obtained an introduction to West, who treated him kindly, 
criticized his drawings, and even worked upon some of them, and 
advised him, as did Mulready also, to enter the Academy schools. He 
was admitted as a student in his thirteenth year, and not only carried 
off a silver medal for a drawing firom the life in 1809, but in 1810 
successfully competed with sculptor students and took a medal for 
the best modelling in bas-reHef from the life model. Already in 
1809 he had been awarded a prize of ^$0 by the directors of the 
British Institution for his landscape ‘Removing Timber in Autumn’, 
exhibited in their gallery. This delicious Uttle painting, which 
remained in the artist’s possession, is a curiously finished work for 
a boy of sixteen to produce, and it shows a thorough insight into 
the beauty of shadows cast upon grass. The figures are happily 

1 One of these early portraits, reproduced in John Varley and his Pupib, 
J. P. Heseltine, 1918, shows the quahty of these * pot-boilers’; a depth of feeding 
rarely reached afterwards. 
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grouped, and the old, bare-headed man in the foreground is, we 
believe, a portrait of Mulready’s father. As portraits were not 
admitted to the British Institution, Linnell sent his portraits and 
miniatures to the Academy exhibitions. His activity did not stop 
here, for not only did he paint many well-known people of the time, 
but he also engraved their likenesses in line or mezzotint. John 
Varley’s ‘Burial of Saul’ too was engraved by him, and various 
works of the old masters. He also, like Mulready and other artists 
of that day, gave lessons in drawing. One of his miniatures of three 
of his children playing with a kitten, with their abundant golden 
locks and rosy cheeks, dwells on the memory as a richly-jewelled 
bit of colour. His portraits though faithful and characteristic like- 
nesses are less good as works of art. It is by his landscapes that Linnell’s 
fame wiU live, and even in these there is sometimes a great difference 
in quality, for while we yield to none in admiration of his best work, 
we cannot close our eyes to the fact that there are pictures by his hand 
which fall below his reputation, where his usually fine colour 
becomes hot and unpleasant, his touch uneven, and his clouds woolly 
in texture. 

Lionell lived for many years at Hampstead; he then budt himself a 
house in Porchester Terrace, firom which he retired in 1852 to tie 
crest of a hill in Redstone Wood, near Redhill, in Surrey, where, 
environed by the scenery he loved, he continued to live for thirty 
years in a patriarchal manner, surrounded by his fa mi ly, and with 
his two sons setded in houses near him built on different parts of his 
property. Linnell was a devoted fiiend to William Blake, whose 
genius he recognized when others could not see it. He was not only 
his fiiend but his patron, as he bought several of his works; and one 
of the pleasures of a visit to Linnell at Redhill was the permission 
to have some of these interesting Blakes brought out for your 
delectation. Moreover Linnell preserved the features of his fiiend 
in an excellent portrait, which was afterwards engraved as a frontis- 
piece to Gilchrist’s Life of Blake. 

Linnell’s method of work was to lay in his subj'ect on a white 
ground in brown; this brown he allowed occasionally to appear 
through all the richness of his future colouring. He painted many of 
his pictures with a medium probably prepared from amber varnish, 
which has well stood the test of time. He seems to have made 
iimumerable studies and sketches, but never to have painted his 
finished pictures directly from nature. Sometimes he found it 
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unnecessary to draw the object he wanted to place in his picture; he 
looked at it well instead, or he watched an effect with the deepest 
attention, and his eye and mind were both so well trained that he was 
able to reproduce exactly what he required. His studies from the 
antique and what F. G. Stephens in his biography in the Art Journal 
happily calls ‘the stringent influence on his mind of the Elgin 
marbles’, together with the maxims of his master, Varley, led him 
to eschew a merely realistic copy of nature; he always desired to see 
her in a poetic mood. He repHed to a lady who inquired of him in his 
studio from whence a landscape on his easel was taken, ‘Madam, I am 
not a topographer!’ His pictures are thus entirely raised above the 
commonplace, and bear a distinctive character of their own, in which 
the mind of the great painter may be perceived mspiring the efforts 
of his hand. LinneU seldom worked for more than two hours con- 
secutively at one subject, he then either changed his picture or engaged 
in some other occupation. In painting he sat at a good distance from 
his easel with his brush well held out at arm’s length, and he laid on 
his touches with a firm and vigorous hand. 

A collection of his works was shown in the Winter Exhibition of 
the Royal Academy in 1883, and here were gathered some of his 
finest pictures, ‘St. John Preaching in the Wilderness’, ‘The Dis- 
obedient Prophet’, ‘The Last Gleam before the Storm’, ‘The 
Eve of the Deluge’, ‘The Timber Waggon’, ‘Barley Harvest*, and 
many others, with portraits and miniatures, and above all a most 
interesting collection of sketches, some of which show his minute 
power of finishing to the smallest details when occasion required it. 
‘The Last Gleam before the Storm’ is perhaps one of our painter’s 
noblest works. On the right a thinly wooded slope, below which is a 
pool and near it a gipsy tent. There is a hiU in the mid-distance, on 
which is a wmdmill. A boy drives cattle in the foreground, while a 
stormy sky above the whole scene is reheved by a gleam of sunshine 
on the left. The whole is instinct with the solemn shiver and hush of 
nature before the rain pours down. 

LinneU never visited the Continent, but gained his knowledge of 
the old masters from those of their works which he could see at home, 
and from engravings and copies. He was very friendly with the best 
painters of his day, and it is much to be regretted that he was never 
elected with others among his companions to the honours of the 
Royal Academy. His name was down for many years, but from some 
•unaccountable reason he was passed over, and he then withdrew it, 
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and would not allow it to be replaced, thougb much solicited to do so 
by a member when an alteration took place in the rules of electing 
associates. He thought he was entided, as indeed he was, by his fame, 
to a full membership, but the rules of the Academy did not allow of 
his being offered this at once, and though the probation of the 
associateship would have been the shortest possible one, he was still 
bound to pass through it. Linnell was a Baptist by penuasion in early 
life, but afterwards found more sympathy with the Plymouth 
Brethren. He held his religious views very strongly, and fortified 
them by searching study of the Greek and Hebrew Scriptures. He 
published some pamphlets on polemical and theological subjects; and 
could give m a discussion on religious topics a full reason for the 
belief that was in him. He held Popery and the Church of England in 
almost equal detestation. He was married the second time when 
already in advanced years. He died at Redstone, 20 January 1882, and 
was buried in Reigate Cemetery. 

Thomas Creswick, R.A,, was a landscape painter who had a great 
appreciation of rural scenery and much taste in the arrangement and 
composition of his pictures. He was accustomed to paint only what 
may be called the eye of his pictures out of doors, and on the spot, 
and having done this and attacked what he considered the most 
valuable point of his work direct fi:om nature, he would finish in the 
studio from sketches and from his own observation at other times. 
To secure exaedy what he wanted he would brave cold and wet, and 
all other trials incident to painting in the open air. He had a true 
feeling for the elegance of foliage and for graceful passages of interest 
in a landscape, but his touch is inclined to mannerism, and there is a 
good deal of sameness in his work. His colour is apt to be rather cold 
and somewhat monotonous. This is most felt in his later works. This 
defect in colour was very visible in an exhibition of his works which 
took place in 1873, in the gaUenes of the International Exhibition, 
South Kensington, where they were hung with the collected works of 
John P hillip , R.A. Creswick was bom at Sheffield, 5 February 1811, 
and gained some knowledge of art in Birmingham. In 1828 he setded 
in London, and began at once to exhibit both at the British Institution 
and the Royal Academy. In 1842 the directors of the former gallery 
awarded him a prize premium of eighty guineas for the general merit 
of his works, and in the same year he became an associate of the Royal 
Academy. It was not tiU nine years later, in 1852, that he was elected 
a fiiU member of the body. 
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Creswick especially delighted in painting water, in delineating 
lakes and brooks and streams crossed by picturesque bridges, or forded 
by quaint carts; bis water is always fresh and Hmpid and true. In the 
National Gallery there is a small picture by him, ‘The Pathway to the 
Village Church’, a sunny, wooded landscape, and a fieldpath leading 
to the distant church, whose tower is seen peeping between the trees. 
The central object is a young girl, who is somewhat disproportionately 
tall, and who is about to cross a stile. 

Creswick was an etcher of much merit, and also a designer on 
wood. His vignette illustrations are particularly full of taste. He lived 
many years in Linden Gardens, at that time called Linden Grove, in 
Bayswater, where he had built himself a house, and after a long 
failing health he died there on 28 December 1869. 

Frederick Richard Lee, R.A., bom in 1799, was an older man than 
Creswick, and in his early pictures he took rank wtith some of the best 
landscape painters of his day. In those works which he painted direct 
from nature he was an artist of real merit, but the canvases which he 
worked on only m his studio, his more usual productions, were not 
pleasing. He entered the army as a young man, and retiring from it on 
account of ill health, became in 1818 a student of the Royal Academy, 
He was elected an associate in 1836, and became a full member in 
1840. He spent most of his time on board his yacht. He died at Viesch 
Bank Farm, Cape Colony, South Africa, in 1879, aged eighty-one. 
He was a great lover of the sea, and some of his best works are marine 
subjects; he had a peculiar faculty for depicting a wealth of beauty in 
natural landscape which gave a charm to his early pictures of Devon- 
shire valleys and Cornish coasts. Lee painted many pictures in con- 
junction with Samuel Cooper, R.A. 

A man who will leave a much more lasting impression upon the art 
of his time is George Hemming Mason, A.R.A., whose works, while 
they have a truthfulness of feeling, characteristic of the life of rural 
England in its most straightforward simplicity, combine with it an 
idealism which renders them while perfectly true, yet perfectly idyllic. 
Painting the commons, fields, and country roads of our native coimtry 
with their primitive peasant groups, he is yet able to appeal to the 
most poetical feeling of the mind; and his art has exquisite qualities of 
pastoral rest and beauty; his subjects a pathetic tenderness, a sense of 
sweetness and sadness, quite peculiar and original to himself. He was a 
man who throughout life struggled with bad health, and this almost 
seems as if it had evoked in his work a singular sentiment for a quiet 
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kind of poetic beauty which a painter in rude health could perhaps 
not have produced. 

Mason was bom at Fenton Park in Staffordshire in i8i8, and was 
intended for the medical profession, but he was attracted to art, and 
went to study and to paint in Rome, in which place after travelling 
about for some time he setded and lived for several years. His first 
picture exhibited at the Academy was ‘Ploughing in the Campagna’, 
in 1857. The next year he returned to England. His Roman pictures 
are powerful and rich in colour, depicting the brilliant efects of 
Italian light. He seems m them to delight in the clearness of a Roman 
atmosphere as much as in his English works he revels in the mists and 
vapours of our sea-girt land. Some of his best pictures are ‘Mist on 
the Moors’, 1862, ‘The Unwilling Playmate’, 1867, ‘The Evening 
Hymn*, 1868, ‘Girls Dancing’, 1871, ‘Crossing the Moor’. His last 
picture was the fine ‘Harvest Moon* exhibited in the Royal Academy 
in 1872.^ About seventy works, many of these merely sketches, repre- 
sent the whole of Mason’s art, yet though it only depicts one side of 
nature, not its rugged grandeur or its rude power, it will always make 
a deep impression on those capable of appreciatii^ the finer subdeties 
of art. His pictures have a very harmonious sense of keeping, and true 
originality of feeling. Mason lived for some years in Hammersmith, 
and died there 22 October 1872, from heart-disease, when only fifiy- 
four years of age. His works were collected and exhibited the 
following year by the Burlington Fine Arts Club. 

Three years after the death of Mason a still greater pamter was 
carried to an early grave. It is very sad for a great genius to be taken 
away in the midst of his career, when under ordinary circumstances a 
noble future would be opening before him, and a prospect of 
delighting the world by further proofs of his striking originality 
might be confidendy predicted. This was the sad case with Frederick 
Walker j A.R.A. He was bom in Marylebone, in 1840, and began 
very early to show a great predilection for art. His first school was the 
British Museum, where he studied the antique, and at sixteen he was 
placed for more than a year with an architect named Baker. When he 
left him he studied at Leigh’s evening classes, and soon after he 
entered the schools of the Royal Academy. Before this, though, he 
had begun to draw on wood, and to improve himself in this branch 
of art he placed himself with a wood engraver, J. W. Whymper, and 
remained with him for three years, drawing three days in the week. 

‘ Tate Gallery, London. 
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This was probably, though a laborious training, yet an excellent way 
of becoming a practised draughtsman; at any rate, it helped on 
Walker’s original genius, by perfecting his eye and giving confidence 
to his hand. An introduction to Thackeray led to his illustrating that 
author’s works in the Cornhill Magazine. Thackeray began by 
supplying Walker with rough sketches of his own, to show him how 
he wished his story illustrated, but he very soon allowed the young 
man to design and execute the illustrations himself, saying that 
Walker’s ideal entirely pleased him. 

The young painter also drew largely for several other periodicals, 
such as Good Words ^ Once a Week, etc. In 1869 he became an assoaate 
of ‘The Old Water-Colour’, and a full member two years later; and, 
while still a member of this society, he was elected an associate of the 
Royal Academy in 1871, being the first painter to whom this had 
ever happened. Four years later he died at St. Fillan’s, Perthshire, of 
consumption, 5 June 1875, aged thirty-four. His father had died 
young, and it is probable that firom him Walker had inherited the 
seeds of this fatal disease. He tried a winter in Algiers for the sake of 
his health, but as he came back to England to face a very cold spring, 
he found no real benefit to result from it. A cold caught in going 
down to Scotland hastened his end. He was buned at Cookham, on 
the Thames, a place which in life he had had a great love for; and 
there, in the village church, his brother painters erected a tablet to his 
memory. 

Walker’s art is peculiar to himself both in method, drawing, colour,* 
and execution. He was a most fastidious painter, and he always found 
it exceedmgly difficult to please himself with his pictures; perhaps 
there is scarcely one of them which has not often been repainted 
before he considered it completed. He was not a very assiduous 
sketcher, for he had such a retentive memory that perhaps his sketches 
were taken more mentally than by hand. His figures are beautifully 
drawn, and combine a true feeling for rustic life with the grace of the 
antique. His colour is harmonious and subdc; he sees nature through 
a mood of his own, generally gende and pathetic; yet he is ablealso to 
revel in her great effects, as, for instance, m the grand clouds and ruddy 
sunset in ‘The Plough’, exhibited in 1870. 

Ruskin, m a letter addressed to Henry Stacy Marks, R.A., has 
rather uiyusdy accused Walker of being fond of mud-colomci skies, 
though he attributes this quality of subdued colouring not to the 
fault of the young painter himself, but to die depressmg effects of our 
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present life, ‘the passionate folly and uninstructed confusion of 
modem English society’. Notwithstanding this criticism, we feel that 
Walker’s work, entirely apart from its powerful artistic merit, will be 
interesting in the future just because it illustrates so exactly the life 
of the time. Many of his subjects are taken from novels which depict 
the customs and habits of the day, and as such will be deHghtfiil to 
a future generation as characteristic of the date at which he lived. 
Perhaps his finest oil pictures are ‘The Bathers’, ‘The Plough’,^ 1870, 
‘The Old Gate’,^ 1869, and ‘The Harbour of Refuge’,^ 1872* In 
the background of this latter picture is an old almshouse, with its 
grey creeper-dad walls and red roofi. The youthful mower with his 
scythe is in strong contrast to the creeping age of the almsmen, and 
yet, somehow, he reminds us pathetically of death, who will shortly 
mow down these old people. In this, as in all Walker’s works, the 
figures form an integral part of the subject, and combine in rustic 
grace with the poetry of the landscape, ‘The Vagrants’, 1868, is now 
in the Tate Gallery. It depicts a tender autumn evening sky, with a 
moorland landscape and a bushy foreground. A gipsy with her baby 
sits over a fire just kindled in the open air, which a boy is feeding 
with dry brushwood. On the rightstands a tall, handsome, melancholy 
gipsy woman watching the blaze; on the left a small girl shelters her 
litde brother. The figures are very beautiful in their perfect keeping 
with the landscape background; the action of the boy is specially 
graceful. Walker took a gold medal for his water-colour paintings 
at the Paris Universal ExHbition of 1867. They are, as a rule, lovely 
harmonies of colour, dehcate in tone and gradation, and exquisitely 
finished like the best miniature work. ‘The Fishmonger’s Stall’, 
‘Philip in Church’,^ and ‘The Chaplain’s Daughter’,^ are perhaps 
among his finest productions. 

Cecil Gordon Lawson was another clever young landscape painter, 
whose premature death is much to be regretted. He was bom at 
WeUmgton in Shropshire in 1851, and leamt the rudiments of his 
art from his father; otherwise he was mainly a self-taught painter. 
He died of an affection of the windpipe, combined with congestion 
of the lungs, when only thirty years of age, on ii June 1882. He may 
be said to have risen to fame through the Grosvenor Gallery, for his 
pictures had been placed so high at the Academy exhibitions that 
they had attracted little notice. His work is founded on a great 
appreciation of, and the power of reproducing, without any servile 
^ Tate Gallery, London. 



copying, what other great landscape painters have achieved before 
him. His art has a poetic complexion, and seems to have made a short 
cut to what other men arrive at by slow degrees. He had one great 
merit — that he always strove to paint an effect rather than a scene. 
His colour is harmonious, rich, and deep, but his handling is inclined to 
be coarse. His two pictures first exhibited in the Grosvenor in 1875 
were ‘The Minister’s Garden’ and a ‘Pastoral in the Valley’, but he 
had had a picture in the Academy Exhibition as early as 1869; and his 
‘Hop Gardens of England’, exhibited there in 1876, was very highly 
thought of ‘The Wet Moon, Battersea’, and ‘The Road to Monaco’, 
by him., are both fine works. ‘The August Moon’, presented to the 
Tate Gallery by his widow, depicts the moonlight flooding low-lying 
meadows in which catde are standing. In the foreground are fir trees, 
not too happily grouped. The whole scene is wanting in dehcate 
appreciation of the tender hues of moonlight, and is too evenly 
brown. The colour is so loaded, and the handling so coarse, that it 
interferes with the proper enjoyment of the spectator. 

John W. Oakes, A.R.A., bom 1820, died 1887, was another land- 
scape painter whose handling was crisp and refined, and his drawing 
good. As he usually worked entirely out of doors, his pictures give 
truthfully the relationship of light and shade and colour. He tries, not- 
withstanding his realism, to umte with these qualities a poetical effect. 
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CHAPTER XXIX 


IDEAL LANDSCAPE— MARTIN, DANBY AND 
POOLE 

In our preceding chapters we have given some account of the con- 
temporaries and successors of Turner, who were purely landscape 
painters, relying on natural scenery as influenced by storm and sun- 
shine, by noonday or twflight, their figures being merely accessories 
to give hfe and interest to the scene; but Turner himself in addition 
to his art as a landscape painter, depicting the scenery of the present 
age and of classic antiquity, of plain and mountain, of ocean and river, 
painted works wherein the scenery was subordinate to the subject, 
such as the pictures of ‘ Ulysses Deriding Polyphemus*, the ‘Jason’, etc. 

This chapter will treat of painters whose works are wholly of the 
latter class; who rarely painted reahstic landscape, but occupied them- 
selves largely with the poetical and ideal. Of such was John Martin, 
who studied nature not to realize her pastoral or rural aspects but to 
embody for us subjects derived from history and poetry, in which 
the landscape is made to sympathize with the story, and is equally 
necessary with the figures to the effect on the spectator. 

John Martin was bom in the North of England, at a. house called 
Eastland Ends, Haydon Badge, near Hexham, on 19 July 1789; as he 
reached the age when it was necessary to settle his future career in 
life, his taste and inclination were so decidedly towards art that his 
father adopted a somewhat practical application of it, and determined 
to make the lad a herald-painter. The family having removed to 
Newcastle, he was apprenticed at the age of fourteen to one Wilson, 
a coach-builder of that town, and, with little inclination to the branch 
of art he was to pursue, continued to labour as an apprentice for 
twelve months. At that time, by the terms of his apprenticeship, he 
was to begin to receive a weekly payment for his work; buthis master, 
asserting that three months of the period had been passed as on trial, 
demurred to the payment, wishing to postpone it yet three months 
longer. Martin, who disliked his work, ran away firom the workshop; 
his father approved the step, and suppHed him with colours and 
materials to practise art. He had just begun to feel happy in his 
emancipation firom trade drudgery when he was brought before the 
alderman of the town as a runaway apprentice; but his answer to the 
o 
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charge, showing that his master had himself broken the contract, was 
upheld by the town authorities, and from the ability with which he 
conducted his case, his indentures were given up, and he was set free 
to follow the art he loved. 

His father then placed him under the instruction of an Italian 
practising art in Newcastle — ^Bonifaccio Musso, the father of Charles 
Musso, or Muss, afterwards well known as an enamel and miniature 
painter. At the end of the year, Charles Muss, who had settled in 
London, and was gradually making his way, invited his father to 
town to reside with him, and asked Martin to accompany him. After 
a few months’ delay, Martin, with the permission of his father, 
repaired to London, where he arrived in September 1806. After some 
time he left Muss, and, as he tells us, worked hard during the day to 
support himself; while at night he diligendy studied architecture and 
perspective, by the knowledge of which he was hereafter to achieve 
so much of the reputation he enjoyed. Muss had introduced Martin 
to Collins, a glass manufacturer, who resided at No. 106 in the 
Strand, and much of Martin’s employment at this time consisted in 
painting in enamel colours on glass and china. At the age of nineteen, 
as the painter has himself recorded, Martin married, and he says that 
he had to use every available means for his support, teaching, 
painting small oil pictures, glass and enamel painting, water-colour 
painting, etc. 

In 1 81 1 we find him for the fiirst time an exhibitor at the Royal 
Academy; his work is described as ‘Landscape, a Composition’; and 
his residence, ‘Thanet Place, Temple Bar’, shows that he was hving 
near the scene of his daily labours. Speaking of his marriage, which, if 
it took place when he was nineteen, must have been in the year 1808 
or 1809, the painter himself says, ‘It was now indeed necessary for me 
to work, and, as I was ambitious of fame, I determined on painting a 
large picture, and in 1812 produced my work, “Sadak in Search 
of the Waters of Oblivion”, which was executed in a month’; and 
he adds, ‘You may easily guess my anxiety when I heard the men who 
were to place it in the frame, disputing as to which was the top of the 
picture*: it was, however, to the inexpressible delight of himself and 
his wife, sold for fifty guineas, so that his first start in life was of good 
augury. 

His next year’s work was ‘Paradise, Adam’s first sight of Eve’, 
exhibited in 1813, and also sold, as was the ‘ Clytie’, exhibited in 1814. 
The ‘Paradise’ was exhibited in the great room of the Royal 
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Academy, but when, the next year, another * Clyde’, and subsequendy 
‘Joshua commanding the Sun to stand still’ were hung in the ante- 
room, he considered himself insulted by the place allotted to them. 
The ‘Joshua’ was aj&erwards exhibited at the British Institution, and 
obtained one of their prizes of loo guineas, but continued unsold for 
many years. A conversation with Washington Allston, in which 
Martin wholly differed from that painter, led Kim to paint 
‘Belshazzar’s Feast’. Leslie, he says, spent a morning in attempting to 
convince him that his treatmentwas wrong, but he persevered, and in 
1821 completed his subject, and exhibited it at the British Institution; 
on this occasion he was rewarded with a prize of 200 guineas; the 
picture was considered a new mode of treating such subjects, and 
created a sensation among the general public. 

Wilkie, writing to Sir George Beaumont in 1821, says, ‘Martin’s 
picture is a phenomenon. Ail that he has been attempting in his 
former pictures is here brought to maturity, and although weak in all 
those points in which he can be compared with other artists, he is 
eminently strong in what no other artist has attempted.^ 

The painter made use in this picture of all the properties at his 
command — ^the hanging gardens — the tower of Babel— range upon 
range of massive columns, and terraces one above the other, arc there, 
and made clever use of by the aid of perspective; the light which 
hghts the impious feast is derived by the painter from the letters of 
Hght, the handwriting on the wall, which the prophet is explaining to 
the terrified king — the Hght, hot and fiery, is shed on the hurrying 
group of fiightened revellers who are expressing their alarm in a 
somewhat melodramatic manner. The seven-branched candlestick 
firom the holy place is over the throne of Belshazzar; but if the orna- 
ments on the banqueting table are intended .to represent the other 
sacred utensils of the temple, they are anything but oriental in their 
fashion, and might wcU have been lent for the painter s use by some 
of the great silversmiths of that day. The hot brown of the foreground 
is carried into the sky by the clouds of the rising storm, so that the 
hanging gardens and the monster tower, with all the range of impos- 
sible buildings and the mountains of structure, are of a hot, foxy hue. 
On the left the young moon is seen in the heavens. A better artist 
would have improved the picture by spreading its cool Hght through 
parts of the work, contrasting it with the supernatural iUumination 
of the foreground, and bringing out firom the dark soHd masses tower 
and column, Hghted as in nature by its beams. Martin, who was still 
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connected with glass-painting, repeated the subject on a sheet of 
plate-glass. This was shown in the Strand, inserted in a wall, so that 
the light was really transmitted through the terrible handwriting; 
the effect was startling, yet it was surely allied more to the diorama 
than to fine art. 

After the ‘Belshazzar^s Feast’, which many thought his best 
picture, Martin contmued to cover large canvases with poetical and 
scriptural subjects, such as ‘Adam and Eve entertaining the Angel 
Raphael’,^ ‘The Deluge’, ‘The Eve of the Deluge’, ‘The Fall of 
Nineveh’, ‘Pandemonium’, etc. Many of these works were engraved, 
and as that art was peculiarly suited to display his pictures, the 
impressions had a large sale both at home and abroad, and gready 
spread his reputation. Some of the plates he engraved himself, and 
complained before a Committee of the House of Commons of the 
injury that he, in common with other artists, sustained by the 
insufficient protection against piracy afforded to such works. Martm 
had an eye to other subjects besides art, subjects of public utility; 
such, for mstance, as the supply of pure water for the metropolis, 
which engaged the painter’s attention from 1827 to about 1839. In 
view of this, it is evident that he visited aU the water sources of the 
surrounding country; we fear that it never advanced his pecuniary 
interests, but to these visits must be attributed many of the very clever 
studies in water-colours of the valleys of the Thames, the Brent, the 
Wandle, the Wey, the Tillingboume, as also from many of the hiUs 
and eminences wtithin a circle of twenty or thirty miles. Though 
nature in these works is treated with the peculiar manner he has 
adopted, there is in many of them a poetry that elevates them out of 
the region of commonplace. 

He was yet labouring assiduously at his art, with large pictures in 
various stages of progress on his easel, when on 12 November 1853, 
while at work on a picture, he was struck with paralysis, which 
rendered him speechless and deprived him of the use of his right hand. 
From the first there was no prospect of his recovery; but he lingered 
on, and was tahen to the Isle of Man in hopes of some improvement. 
He seemed, however, to have entertained an idea that abstinence was 
a remedy for his complaint, and to have resisted taking sufficient food; 
so that he sank rapidly, and died on 17 February 1854. 

We can hardly agree with Bulwer, who said that Martin was 
‘more original, more self-dependent than Raphael or Michelangelo’; 

1 Art Gallery, Kirkcaldy. 
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but if, in bis lifetime, Martin was overpraised, he was certainly 
unjustly depreciated afterwards. Many, both of his brother artists and 
the pubhc, when the first astonishment his pictures created had passed 
away, called his art a trick and an illusion, his execution mechanical, 
his colouring bad, the figures he introduced vilely drawn, their action 
and expression bombastic and ridiculous. But granting this wholly or 
partially, it must also be remembered that his art was thoroughly 
original, and opened up a new view, which, in his hands, 
yielded glimpses of the sublime, dreams, and visions the art had not 
hitherto displayed, and that others, better prepared by previous study, 
working after him, have delighted, and are stiU delighting, the world 
with their works. 

The repetition of quantities m the architectural structures he loved 
to introduce was one of the great elements of the grandeur, space, 
and magnitude of his scenes; but applied to figures, it was less appro- 
priate and less successful. Even the details of his architecture, too often 
repeated, occasioned the remark that his pictures were done by recipe; 
and St. John Long, who, before he took to curing consumption, was 
in search of some wonder to advertise himself, was led to ask Martin 
if he would ‘sell him his secret*. It was even said at the time that these 
multiplied forms were done by stamp and stencil. 

In his colouring Martin was not successful; gay colours, and want 
of tone and harmony, he never overcame, and there was somewhat of 
a sense of the china-painter to the last. A straining after startling 
effects by wrong opposition of colours, by extreme opposition of 
tight and dark, and by forced and contorted action of the figures 
introduced, was but too apparent in all he did. His earlier pictures 
have sadly failed from the faulty pigments and vehicles used; but in 
this he is no worse than the greater number of his contemporaries. 

One of the Martins (Wilham), in conversation with a great states- 
man of the past on whom he had forced himself, said, ‘There are four 
brothers of us — one is a soldier; one is a painter, that is my brother 
John; one is a natural philosopher, that is myself; and one is a church 
reformer, that is my brother Jonathan’: the same whose first act of 
church reform was the burning of a part of York Minster in 1828. 
Martin’s desire to reform the Academy certainly was not to bum 
them out, but to turn them out. It is satisfactory, however, to see by 
his evidence, before a committee of inquiry, that he was on terms of 
friendship with, and admired, many individual members, if he disliked 
them as a body. 
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Francis Danhy, A,R.A.f was another of the disappointed sons of 
genius. He was one of twin brothers, bom near Wexford, on 
1 6 November 1793. His father, James Danby, was a farmer and small 
proprietor of that neighbourhood. About the time young Danby 
arrived at an age to prepare himself for the active duties of life, his 
father, who had removed to Dublin with his family, died. Francis 
Danby had been placed in the drawmg classes of the Royal Dubhn 
Society, and showed such a desire to follow art as a profession that 
his mother was induced to consent. He afterwards studied under 
J. A. O'Connor, a landscape painter whose works have hardly been 
sufBciendy appreciated. They have a certain massive and somewhat 
melancholy character, that may have influenced his pupil in the choice 
of the peculiar phase of landscape art which he adopted, and in which 
he was, during his lifetime, without a rival. Thus Danby’s first work, 
publicly exhibited in Dubhn in 1812, was a ‘Landscape — ^Evening'. 
The bias had already been given towards that period of the day when 
breadth of effect and colour predominate, and the mystery of gloom 
and twilight divests even the most homely scene of its commonplace, 
and clothes the tamest forms with grandeur and ideahty. 

After painting some time with O'Connor, master and scholar 
managed between them to make up a purse to enable them to visit 
London, and to see for themselves the state of art in the capital. If 
Danby was an exhibitor in 1817, this journey most probably took 
place in 1816. It is related of them that they soon exhausted their 
means, and finding themselves almost penniless, they started on foot 
to Bristol, hoping to make*their way back from that port to Dublin. 
When, however, they reached Bristol, they had difficulty, on the first 
night of their arrival, in paying for their night's lodging. In the 
morning Danby set to work, and made three drawings, which he 
carried for sale to a fancy stationer on College Green, and was fortunate 
in selling them for seven shillings each. By similar exertions he was soon 
enabled to provide a passage for his friend O'Connor back to Ireland. 
Danby, struck vdth what he had seen in London, and with a desire 
to enter the lists where he had such powerful competitors to stimulate 
his exertions, determined to remain in England. We know fi:om the 
pictures he exhibited in the Royal Academy that he stayed some time 
in Bristol. In 1817 we find a picture, ‘A View in Scotland', exhibited 
at Somerset House, by G. Danby, of Clifton, and there is every reason 
to suppose that the initial of the Christian name is a misprint, and that 
the picture in question was really by Francis Danby. 
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It is usual for ids biographers to refer to ‘The Disappointed Love\ 
which was exhibited in 1821, as his first picture. But the first really 
important picture — ^if, as we have surmised, it was not the second — 
was ‘The Upas, or Poison Tree of the Island of Java’. (It is on a large 
canvas, 5 ft. 6 in. by 7 ft, 6 in., and was exhibited at the British 
Institution in 1820.) This fabulous tree was said to grow on the Island 
of Java, in the midst of a desert formed by its own pestiferous 
exhalations. These destroyed all vegetable life in the immediate 
neighbourhood of the tree, and all animal life that approached it. Its 
poison was considered precious, and was to be obtained by pierdng 
the bark, when it flowed forth from the wound. So hopeless, how- 
ever, and so perilous was the endeavour to obtain it, that only 
criminals sentenced to death could be induced to make the attempt, 
and as numbers of them perished, the place became a valley of die 
shadow of death, a charnel-field of bones. To succeed in such a subject 
required a poetical mind, joined to powers of the h^hest order: no 
mere landscape painting, no mere imitation of nature, would suffice 
to picture to us the gloomy horrors of this land of fear, Danby’s 
interesting picture represents a deep chasm in a valley of dark slaty 
rocks, into which the pale light of the hidden moon' only partially 
penetrates. Above the black crest of the gorge is a space of starlit sky, 
with the pointed summits of a mountain range stretching away into 
the distance. The sides of the cleft are rugged, full of rifts and seams, 
and wholly bare. Vegetation there is none, but the solitary Upas 
growing out of the thin soil at the bottom of the valley. The whole 
rests in the silence of death, broken only by the dripping of a litde fall 
of water firom the gloomy rocks. The poison-seeker is in the fore- 
ground, about half-way down into the cavernous pit, and has just 
arrived within view of the tree and within the influence of the pesti- 
ferous vapour. He turns sickening from the sight: for at his feet are 
the bodies of several of his latest predecessors, while around the 
fearful tree the ground is white with die dry-bleached bones of multi- 
tudes who have gone before him, and perished at the moment they 
had reached the goal. Animals there are none, instinct has warned 
them from the fatal spot; but a vulture, flying over the chasm, has 
fallen widi extended wings almost at the feet of the fainting poison- 
seeker. The story has been vividly told, and yet the horrors do not 
painfully obtrude. It is a wonderful first attempt, and shows the 
original poetry of Danby’s mind. 

In 1821 Danby, then living at Kingsdown Place, Bristol, exhibited 
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‘Disappointed Love’, now in the Sheepshanks collection. This also 
serves to show how from the first the painter had a higher aim than 
mere landscape painting; he sought indeed to treat his picture as a 
poem, and to give ideal interest to his works. The full effect of the 
work is marred by the want of beauty in the girl who is going to 
drown herself. 

In 1824 Danby exhibited his ‘Sunset at Sea after a Storm’. Forty 
years have passed since we saw this picture, yet we could almost 
describe from memory the lurid red of the setting sun, the broken 
waves of the subsiding storm, the few survivors of the wreck, alone 
on a raft on the limitless ocean; perhaps if we saw it now we might 
think it less impressive than its memory, yet it was a work that made 
the painter’s reputation. Lawrence, the president, purchased it, it 
is said, at a much higher sum than the painter’s price, and the world 
of artists and the outer world of art-lovers were so struck with it 
that in the next year, when he followed up his success by a stiU 
greater effort, ‘The Delivery of Israel out of Egypt, and Host of 
Pharaoh overwhelmed in the Red Sea’, the Academy elected him 
an associate of their body, and the road to wealth and fame seemed 
to lie open before him. 

The road to fame seemed open before him. Why, then, was he 
disappointed? Why was Danby never elected to the full membership 
of the Academy? It is a story ill to teU, with faults, and no doubt 
recriminations, which the grave has partly closed over, and which 
we will not venture to reopen; suffice it to say, most emphatically, 
it was not for want of a sense of the great merit of the painter: not 
that his art was unappreciated by his brother members; hardly even 
that he made a false step involving the council of that day in many 
annoyances, and bringing disgrace on art; since this might have been 
overlooked as time dimmed its recollection, had not Danby defended 
the fault to the last rather than regretted it. 

It has been said that in ‘The Delivery of Israel out of Egypt’, and 
in pictures of that class, Danby was but an imitator of Martin; and 
certainly it is true that the multitude of figures, and the vastness of 
the scene, have some of the characteristics of that master. But the 
grand ideality of his treatment was truly Danby’s own, and was 
kindred to the feeling which had already produced ‘The Upas-tree’, 
the ‘Sunset at Sea’, and ‘Disappointed Love’; and was afterwards to 
inspire the ‘Solitude’, the ‘Enchanted Island’, ‘The Spring’, and 
numerous other works that have Httle in common with those of 
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Martin, except that they are ideal landscapes. Even in this ‘Passage 
of the Red Sea'^ there is far more of colour, far more of terrible 
grandeur, and less of the tricky and mechanical qualities of art tlian 
in Martin. Danby drew the figure better, had far more feeling for 
form, and we find little of the overstrained theatrical action which is 
so frequent iu the figures of Martin. Of course, in subjects like this by 
either painter where multitudes of figures have to be introduced, and 
the impression has to be made by numbers, rather than by passion 
and by individual expression, the grandeur and solemnity of the 
general effect has to be relied on. In this we feel that Danby was frr 
more of an artist than Martm. The effect in the above picture is 
wonderfully attained; the pillar of fire looks like a real lambent flame, 
putting out the dim crimson sunset, lighting up the massive clouds 
and the rising storm that is to dash the waves of the Red Sea over 
the hosts of Pharaoh. 

The rupture between Danby and the Academy was one of the 
causes which made him leave England for the Continent in 1829. 
During the next eleven years he resided principally in Switzerland, 
boat-buildmg, yachting on the Lake of Geneva, making studies and 
drawings, and painting some few works on commission. It is under- 
stood, also, that he visited Norway; but of this period and its labours 
we have htde knowledge. About 1841 Danby returned to London, 
residiug for a time in its immediate neighbourhood. He again 
renewed his contributions to the exhibitions, both at Trafrlgar 
Square and PaU Mail; and his pictures exhibit the same characteristic 
style, the same power, and the same poetic feeling. Among the best 
works of this latter period are, ‘The Grave of the Excommunicated*, 
1846; ‘The Evening Gun’, 1848; and ‘ AWild Seashore’, 1853. Such 
works quite upheld Danby’s former reputation, although occasionally 
his pictures were fatiguing in execution, and the intention not always 
realized. In 1847 he retired to Shell House, near Exmouth, to enjoy 
the neighbourhood of the sea and the rich foliage of Devonshire. His 
early error had separated him from his brother artists, whom he rarely 
saw except on varnishing days; and he remained apart from them until 
his death, which took place at Exmouth, 9 February 1861. 

Whatever were his failings as a man, as an artist Danby should take 
high rank. His pictures are true poetry as compared with the prose — 
noble prose it may be — of many who have great reputation as 
landscape painters. The very list of his works shows the imaginative 
^ National Gallery of Eire, Dublin. 



402 JOHN MARTIN AND IDEAL LANDSCAPE 

aim of all his labours. Of forty-six pictures, mostly landscape in their 
general character, registered in the Academy catalogues between 
1817 and 1861, there are only three whose tides bear any relation 
to actual scenery; and of the large number exhibited during the same 
interval at the Institution, only one is a view. 

Danby’s art was totally opposed to that of the realistic school. He 
was not one to sit down to imitate nature leaf by leaf, to photograph 
her maze of branches, to count the myriad blades of grass, or die 
wild flowers she strews with so lavish a hand. His effort was radier 
to combine the large general truths of nature — ^her grandest, saddest 
aspects, with the imaginative and ideal creations of poetry. 

Paul Falconer Pooler R,A.j can scarcely be held to be a painter of 
ideal landscape, for his figures are always so prominent that he should 
perhaps by rights have found a place with the subject painters of his 
day; nevertheless we have mentioned him here on account of the 
intense ideal interest of his landscape art, and the subde power he 
shows of amalgamating its poetical effect with the figures of his work. 
He is scarcely to be judged from an ordinary standpoint of art, for he 
owed nothing to the training of academies or schools of art; he is 
deficient in power of drawing, careless in modelling, and demon- 
strates sometimes a singular neglect of the very elements of the 
technicalities of painting; yet perhaps there are few painters whose 
works show such a delightful combination of art and poetry, such 
originality of conception, and such a strong feeling for colour and 
chiaroscuro as Poole. 

He has a dramatic instinct for the terrible, and enforces it upon the 
beholder with a singular power and such strength that even a person 
Ignorant of the title or subject of the work cannot fail to be im- 
pressed; on the other hand some of his pictures, though supreme bits 
of tragedy, are without anything terrible, and are stately in the 
quietness of their pathos. 

Poole was bom in Bristol in 1806, and was entirely self-taught in 
art. The first picture which he exhibited at the Academy was ‘The 
Well’, 1830. This was a scene in Naples, and as he had not been 
abroad %t that time, he must have composed it from sketches or prints. 
Fors^seven years after this date, his name does not reappear in 
the Academy catalogue, but m 1838 he contributed ‘The Emigrant’s 
Departure’, and in 1840 ‘Hermann and Dorothea’. 

His earlier works, of which there are but a few examples, were 
simply landscapes with figures, and, though they are refined in 
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colour, they are apt to be a litde weak and confused in character. 
Perhaps the first picture of his which attracted considerable attention 
was ‘ Solomon Eagle Exhorting the People to Repentance during the 
Plague of London’, exhibited in 1843. The subject is taken from 
Defoe’s History of the Plague^ and depicts the wild enthusiast almost 
stark naked, calling down judgement upon the stricken city, the pan 
of burning charcoal upon his head throwing a lurid light around. 
This picture was followed in 1844 by ‘The Beleaguered Moors’, and 
in 1846 by ‘The Visitation of Syon Nunnery’, in which year he 
became an associate of the Royal Academy. Poole was never a very 
prolific painter, his pictures being the outcome of much thought 
and conscientious endeavour. He entered into the competition for 
historical designs exhibited in Westminster Hall, and gained a 
second prize of ^300 for his large pamting of ‘Edward Ill’s Gener- 
osity to the People of Calais’, which is not at all so unsuited, as one 
would naturally imagine it m^ht be, for the decoration of the 
Houses of Parliament. 

He was elected a full member of the Royal Academy in 1861. 
Among his later works may be mentioned ‘Philomena’s Song by the 
Beautiful Lake’, from the Decameron^ a most delightful and romantic 
idyll, ‘The Escape of Glaucus and lone’, ‘A Mdsummer Night ’ — z 
lovely effect of moonlight upon the water, and ‘The Last Scene in 
Lear\ now in the South Kensington Museum, etc, 

Poole and Danby both lived in Bristol, and were at one time a good 
deal together, and though they both paint an ideal subject, their 
inspirations are not in the least alike. Nearly the last of Poole’s 
pictures was ‘Ezekiel’s Vision’, which by the bequest of the painter 
has become the property of the Tate Gallery. It is unfortunately not 
a good specimen of his powers; the figures are small and indifferently 
grouped, and the execution is feeble. In 1878 Poole was elected a 
member of the Institute of Painters in Water-Colours, and the next 
year he died at Hampstead on 22 September 1879, aged seventy-three. 
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ROBERTS, NASMYTH, BONINGTON, MULLER 
AND LEWIS 

It is not intended to include in our work every pamter who has pro- 
duced meritorious pictures. Many have taken good rank in art whose 
works are a deHght and a pleasure, yet possess no marked character of 
their own. It is only those who have enlarged the scope of British art 
by the originality of their manner, their choice of subject or novelty 
of execution, that claim a particular notice at our hands. Such a one 
was DamJ Roberts^ R.A,j whose works we are about to review. He 
was bom at Stockbridge, near Edinburgh, on 24 October 1796. 
His parents, though in a humble sphere of life, gave him, as is 
usual with his countrymen, an education beyond that which would 
have been the lot of a youth of the same class in England. Before the 
usual age he was apprenticed to a well-known decorator and house 
painter in Edinburgh, whom he served for seven years, learning all 
the trade processes — ^die rapid execution of the decorator, and the 
mere mechanical appliances which shorten labour. This gave him 
great readiness of hand, as well as a simple and somewhat matter-of- 
fact mode of using his pigments, which he retained during life. 

By an innate feeling for art, Roberts was easily led to apply his 
trade knowledge to something beyond house-painting, for we learn 
that he had tried scene-painting, and perhaps with the varied practice 
of his ’prentice training, completed before he was nineteen, he was 
better prepared for the branch of art he adopted than half the artists 
of his age, when schools of design were unknown in England and 
schools of art gave Httle instruction m the use of the brush and the 
palette. It is tme that Roberts entered as a student at the Trustees’ 
Academy, when Andrew Wilson was at its head— a master under 
whom many of the Scotch artists who afterwards attained eminence 
were formed— but Roberts was either satisfied with what he knew and 
preferred bis own methods, or he found it necessary to seek employ- 
ment for his maintenance. He remained in the school only one week. 

He was engaged in 1820 in scene-painting at die Glasgow and 
Edinburgh Theatres. In 1822 he found employment in the scene- 
room at Drury Lane Theatre. For this art his great rapidity of 
execution peculiarly fitted him, but scene-painting did not satisfy him; 
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he aimed at distinctionr as a painter in oil. He had, in 1820 and the 
following year, sent pictures to the Edinburgh exhibition; and in 
1824 his works first appear on the walls of a London exhibition. He 
joined the Society of British Artists in Suffolk Street, of which he 
was one of the foundation members, and at first contributed more 
pictures to their annual exhibitions than to any other. In fact he 
became tlie first president in 1831, We find that he sent to their first 
exhibition three small views, ‘Dryburgh Abbey*, and ‘The East 
Front* and ‘South Transept of Melrose Abbey*. In 1824 he strayed 
to France and visited the coast towns of Dieppe, Havre and Rouen, 
in pursuit of a class of art the scenic picturesqueness of which had 
already possessed him. In the year 1826 Roberts exhibited his first 
work at the Royal Academy, ‘A View of Rouen Cathedral*, having 
been attracted by the greater distinction which the exhibitions at the 
Royal Academy afforded. 

He was now advancing in art, and his interests led him to seek 
admission to that body, of which he was elected an associate in 1838, 
and an academician in 184T. He had already, in the pursuit of his art, 
travelled in France, Belgium, Germany, Spain, Morocco, and 
Holland. Then seeking novelty in more distant lands, in the autumn 
of 1 83 8 he started for Egypt and Syria, and for the ten following years 
his works, with only an occasional return to his former subjects, were 
Eastern. He was now at the height of his reputation, and producing 
his best pictures. Among them, in 1840, ‘The Greek Church of the 
Holy Nativity at Bethlehem’; ‘The Statues of the Vocal Menmon 
on the Plain of Thebes — Sunrise’. In 1841, ‘Jerusalem, from the 
Mount of Ohves, with the return of the Pilgrims’. In 1843, ‘Ruins 
of the Island of Philoe, Nubia*; ‘Gateway of the Great Temple, 
Baalbec*. In 1849, ‘The Destruction ofjerusalem by the Romans*. 

In 1851 he visited Italy for the first time, returning, by way of 
Vienna, and from that year to i860 his themes were Italian; the 
decaying grandeurs of Rome, Venice, Pisa, and Milan .were the in- 
spirations of his pencil. Then as age crept on and the desire for travel 
was satiated, he found his subjects nearer home, and began a series of 
pictures of ‘London from the River Thames’. This was a fine theme, 
and well suited to his pencil. It was commenced at a time when the 
banks of the river afforded the most picturesque combinations; these, 
if they are now rapidly disappearing to give place to the dobler works 
of the architect, yet have cherished associations in connexion with our 
great city, which we rejoice to see preserved in the works of such a 
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painter. He had completed several and was painting on another of the 
series on the morning of 25 November 1864; towards the afternoon of 
that day he left his home apparently in perfect health, but was seized 
with an apoplectic attack m the street, was brought home speechless 
and unconscious, and died the same evening. 

Roberts’s choice of subject, its picturesque treatment, and the 
characteristic groups with which his pictures were filled, eminently 
fitted his art for pubhcation. In 1837 he published, in lithography, his 
Picturesque Sketches in Spain: and in 1842 commenced his well-known 
work, Roberts's Sketches in the Holy Land and Syria, which was com- 
pleted in 1849. In 1859 he published Italy, Classical, Historical, and 
Picturesque. These had an extensive sale; and from them and from his 
paintings, the artist realized a considerable fortune. 

It is hardly correct to call Roberts a landscape painter, in the sense 
in which we should apply the term to Turner or Constable. The art as 
practised by Roberts was essentially scenic; his pictures almost 
always consist of buildings, towns or ruined cities: of exteriors or 
interiors of palaces, cathedrals, or temples; these he treated less with 
a view to those atmospheric effects which are the delight of the true 
landscape painter, than with the desire to give us an idea of the 
splendour and magnificence of his structures, by simplicity and 
largeness of parts, by breadth of dayhght, and by enriching his 
subjects with groups of accessories. His early labours for the theatres 
formed his style, and he clung to it through life; or might we not 
rather say that his art was naturally fitted for the subjects on which 
he began to exerdsc it? He had no sympathy with the imitative or 
realistic school; in all the himdreds of sketches by his hand, there is 
not one that indicates an attempt at individualized realization. Broad, 
simple and very conventional, with the details suggested rather than 
given, his pictures charm us by their onccness, their direct appeal to 
the eye, and the extreme ease with which they are executed. The 
colour is agreeable, though not like nature, but generalized to what 
he thought best suited for the scenic display of the class of subjects 
he loved to paint; so that whether-his buildings are on the banks of 
the Clyde or the Thames, the Nile or the Tiber, there is a sameness 
of tint and hue pervading them which is quite independent of 
the dingy tones of our own dty, the damps of Venice, or the clear 
sharpness of the dry atmosphere of the East. His conduct of his 
picture was very simple, it being litde more than an enlarged sketch. 
He saw his subject complete from the commencement — the quantities 
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and masses — even the general eflfect of the figures which were to enrich 
it, being laid in with tie dead colouring. On the clean canvas he drew 
very carefully with his pencil all the lines and forms of his work, using 
the ruler as fireely as an architect would; such ornamental details as he 
intended to admit were also boldly sketched, as were his figures, both 
near and distant; the perspective of his work being most fully and care- 
fully considered. Over this pendl outline the general masses of local 
colour and shadow were laid in with a full pencil and a facile hand, 
rather negative in tint than otherwise; the general light, shade and 
colour of the groups of figures being laid in at the same tune. 

It is to be observed that, consisting as his pictures generally do of 
large masses of cool stone colour, the figures form an important part 
of the composition; enabling the painter to introduce strong contrasts 
of hght, dark, and colour to give life and animation to the work, and 
to draw the eye at once to the principal object — the altar, the tomb, or 
monument, which forms the point of the picture. Up to his intention 
he drew figures easily and weU, and had a picturesque eye to groups 
md processions of priests or soldiery; though it must be confessed 
that they remind us somewhat of stage supernumeraries, and green- 
room properties. His first painting when completed showed much of 
the firm pencilling with which he outlined his work stiU remaining; 
in the second, the masses are again gone over with semi-solid tints to 
break them up, to enrich them, and to bring the parts together; the 
details and ornamental parts are touched cleanly, and the forms 
defined, sometimes by the use of the end of the brush-stick, drawing 
firm lines of light in the wet colour. The drawing of the figures com- 
pleted, and the colours and draperies enriched, then a few slight after- 
glazings and touches to heighten the lights completed the picture. 

Roberts's manner throughout his career varied but little. Latterly 
he no doubt obtained greater facility, and learned exactly how litdc 
would suffice for the expression of his work, how much he might 
afford to leave out. In his art and his method of painting he was like 
Canaletto; in the choice of architecture and buildiugs as the subjects 
of his pencil; in his love of a firm, decided outline and the use of the 
ruler; in precision of hand, and the ready way in which he touched 
in his accessories; and the scenic groups of figures, etc., with which 
he animated his pictures. He was less precise than the Venetian, less 
minute in his details, but also less conventional. 

The art of Patrick Nasmyth is a complete contrast to that of his 
countryman Roberts, being chiefly remarkable for its homely 
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imitative truth, and the absence of all accident or effect. His father, 
Alexander Nasmyth, was a pupil of Allan Ramsay, and became a 
landscape painter of much merit. He was bom in 1758, and settled 
in the Scotch capital, where he died in 1 840. Young Patrick was bom 
in Edinburgh in 1787, and early showed a great love of nature; playing 
truant from school to idle in the sunny fields, and to sketch, or attempt 
to sketch, the scenery of that beautiful neighbourhood. As he had little 
aptitude for learning, and paid Utde attention to his books, he was 
gradually allowed to take his own course, and to follow his disposition 
for art. His father no doubthelped his studies, and seems indeed to have 
made all his children love and follow art. Young Nasmyth came to 
London at the age of twenty, where his talents were soon appreciated 
and his works found ready purchasers. In 1812 we find him for the 
first time exhibiting at the Royal Academy ‘A View of Loch Katrine 
in Perthshire’; but it is by more simple and rustic scenery that he is 
generally known, and his best landscapes are essentially English. 

In early life an injury to his right hand obhged him to learn to use 
his left: in painting, and when about seventeen years of age, having 
had the misfortune to sleep in a damp bed, it brought on an illness 
which resulted in deafiiess, by which, and by his want of taste for 
literature, he was shut out from many sources of enjoyment; and in 
his soHtude he early addicted himself to habits of excess, indulged in 
with low company. We are not told where he obtained his knowledge 
of Dutch art, but his works show that he founded himself on dnt 
school, and imitated the execution, while he adopted the class of sub- 
jects of Hobbema and Wynants; dehghting in lane scenes, hedgerows, 
the skirts of commons, and village suburbs, and choosing the dwarf 
oak with its contorted limbs and scmbby fohage, in preference to 
other trees. He is said latterly to have painted to live rather than lived 
to paint, working from necessity and to supply his actual wants; yet 
he painted to the last, and his last illness arose from an attack of in- 
fluenza caught in sketching, which his frame, enfeebled by his bad 
habits, was not able to resist. He died at Lambeth on 17 August 1831, 
during a thimderstorm, which, at his own request, he was raised in 
bed to .contemplate. He was buried in St. Mary’s Church. 

His art was popular at first, from its likeness to the Dutch School, 
then in high favour with art patrons. This school had some small 
tendency to lead our young painters to a closer imitation of nature; 
but with all its excellences,' and it has many, it has htde originality. 
Nasmyth’s manner is rather mean, his foliage over-detailed, and his 
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work somewliat black in the shadows, but the execution is solid and 
satisfactory, and his paintings stand well; painting in rather a low 
tone, his skies look fresh and brilliant, but they ^ow the simplest 
effects of cloud and daylight. No tendency to poetry or invention is 
found in his works; but he wisely confined himself to painting that 
in which his strength lay. 

The gerdus of Richard Parkes Bonington inclined him to the same 
class of art as Roberts, and would probably, had he lived, have led him 
to higher excellence. He was bom at Arnold, a village near Notting- 
ham, on 25 October 1801. His grandfather was the governor of 
the' comity gaol at Nottingham, and on his death was succeeded 
by his son, tine father of the painter; who seems to have been one of 
that unhappy class bom to be the torment of others. He soon lost his 
appointment in the gaol, and then, with what previous acquirements 
we know not, attempted to earn a hving as a portrait painter; he 
also published some prints of little merit in coloured acquatint. His 
wife meanwhile kept a school 

Under such influences the young painter was passing his boyhood. 
His first inclinations were divided between art and the drama, and his 
future career for a time hung in the balance, when his father’s impm- 
dence, love of low company and violent political opinions, broke up 
his wife’s school, which was probably the mainstay of the family, and 
they fled to France and made their way to Paris. Young Bonington 
was then fifteen years of age; he gained permission to study in the 
Louvre, and began most diligently to improve himself in art as his pro- 
fession. He made rapid progress; though we know little of him in his 
student days. He became a pupil at the Institute, drew in the atelier of 
Baron Gros, and gained a gold medal in Paris for one of his marine 
views. About the year 1822 he went to Italy, and we have some fine 
subjects by him, which have the trae impress of that glowing land. 

He was rising into reputation in Paris; his works both in oil and 
water-colours were sought after and commanded large prices. He was 
even claimed by the French artists as belonging to their school, in 
which he had surely developed his genius, while he was unknown m 
his own country, hi 1826 some longing desire of fame among the 
artists of his own land induced him to send for exhibition to the 
British Institution two views on the French coast, and their high 
merit received the most cordial recognition. Gratified by this, he sent 
in 1827 and 1828 four pictures to the Royal Academy. He had now 
attained a reputation in both capitals; his genius attracted commissions. 
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which overwhelmed him. Sketching imprudendy in the sun in Paris 
brought on brain fever, and subsequent severe illness. He came to 
London for advice, but was seized by rapid consumption, which 
terminated his life on 23 September 1828. He was buried in a vault 
at St. James’s Church, Pentonville. We are indebted to a writer in 
Arnolds Library of the Fine Arts for these facts. 

Bonington s works were specially marked by originality. He was 
a master of the figure, which he painted with much grace. He suc- 
ceeded equally in his marine and coast scenes, and his picturesque 
architecture of the Italian cities. His drawing in these various classes 
was characteristic; his light and shade powerful, his colour rich and 
pleasing. His works differed from those of his countrymen mosdy 
fi:om the simple breadth of the masses, both of light and of shadow, 
and from his appreciation of the change which shadow induces on 
the local colour; the handling and execution is very broad and flat, 
and presents a happy union of the best qualities of the French and 
English schools; it is curious that the only marked impression made 
on the French school by English art has been through two landscape 
painters, Bonington and Constable. It is difficult to say to which 
particular class of art Bonington might have devoted himself had he 
lived. His genius promised success in all. His appearance was that of 
a man of genius. We are told that he was affectionate and generous 
with a countenance bearing an expression of melancholy thought. 

We must include in this chapter William J. Muller^ whose art 
possessed much in character with that of both Roberts and Bonington. 
His father was a German who settled at Bristol, was curator of the 
museum there, and was known as the publisher of some works of a 
scientific character. In this city the painter-son was bom in 1812. 
From his birth he had the character of a genius. He early showed a 
taste for botany and natural history, and was an apt scholar; but his 
strongest mclination was to drawing. He received some instruction 
firom J. B. Pyne, a fellow-townsman; but self-reliant, he soon left 
him, and began to study from nature alone. 

In 1833-34, he visited, for his improvement, Germany, Switzer- 
land and Italy, and then returning to Bristol, resumed his profession 
there, and worked for some time without much encouragement. In 
i836he exhibited for the first time in London, sending to theAcademy 
‘Peasants on the Banks of the Rhine, Waiting for the Ferry Boat*, 

and to the Society of British Artists, ‘Venice’, and ‘Hoar Frost 

Autumn Scene near Monmouth’. He exhibited for the next three 



WILLIAM JAMES MULLER 


4II 

years with the British Artists alone. In 1838, probably induced by the 
example of Roberts, he visited Greece and then Egypt, and with his 
sketch-book stored with rich material, he returned again to Bristol. 
He made but a short stay, however, in his native city, for about the 
end of 1839 he had settled himself in London. Here he soon found 
purchasers for his works, which he was able to finish with great 
rapidity, realizing the fruits of ids travels. He appears again as an 
exhibitor m 1840, at the Royal Academy; in the following year he 
sent to the Academy his ‘Slave Market, Egypt’, and ‘The Sphynx’; 
and also published his Picturesque Sketches of the Age of Francis the First 

Soon afterwards the Government projected the Expedition to Lyda. 
This he solicited and obtained permission to accompany, and that he 
might be at full liberty to follow his own art he defirayed his own 
expenses; making the voyage from his own resources. He found 
abundant materials peculiarly suited to his art, and on his return home 
he painted ‘A Turkish Burial Ground*, and a ‘Zanthian Tent Scene*, 
both highly meritorious works. But he complained that he was not 
appreciated; that his paintings were badly hung at the British Institu- 
tion, and that he fared no better at the Royal Academy. He returned 
to Bristol dispirited and unwell, and was advised that his heart was 
diseased. His merits were acknowledged; he had many commissions 
to execute, but he was unable to work. His disorder gained ground; 
he was weakened by repeated attacks of bleeding firom the nose, and 
though he continued to paint occasionally, his health gradually 
succumbed, and he died at Bristol on 8 September 1 845, in which year 
he sent more works than in any other to the Royal Academy. 

Muller had a large and simple manner of his own, with a somewhat 
glittering feeling fox colour, without a full sense of space, keeping, or 
distance. ‘The Baggage Wagon’, which is one of his best works, is fine 
in composition, and sparkhng in colour; the figures are appropriate, 
and lead the eye well into the picture; but the various distances seem 
a little too much cut out, and have not those refinements of space 
which belong to our best landscape painters, and of which in the 
works of Turner, Muller must have had so many examples before his 
eyes. His pictures of Eastern scenery are truthful, and carry us away to 
other dimes: his ‘Rhodes* has a truly Eastern look, and if a little too 
white, is broad and luminous, and a work that could hardly have been 
painted had not the painter studied on the spot the peculiar aspects of 
nature in the Mediterranean isles. 

John Frederick Lewis j R.A., is another painter of Eastern scenes 
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whose work may appropriately be commented on here. His pictures 
have a richness of colouring and a brilliant perfection of completeness 
which seem almost peculiar to himself; his drawing is so exceedingly 
accurate, and his manual dexterity is so great, that he is able to com- 
bine the utmost finish without oppressing you with any sense of the 
labour of execution. In the modem French school, where his branch 
of art is more pursued than in our own, there is scarcely a painter who 
can rival Lewis’s work in beauty of colour or in exquisite dexterity of 
handling. John Lewis was the eldest son of Lewis the engraver, and 
was bom in the same house as Sir Edwin Landseer, 14 July 1805, and 
was thus Landseer’s junior by three years. Like Landseer he was 
devoted to animals, and when quite a child began to draw them with 
great accuracy. There is an anecdote of him that, havmg played 
truant from his school in order to go out sketching, his master, taking 
a walk with some friends, found the little boy the same afternoon 
busily engaged, sitting under a hedge, drawing a cow, when he was 
so pleased with his pupil’s performance that he presented the small 
truant with sixpence notwithstanding his delinquency. 

Lewis used to accompany Landseer to the menagerie of Exeter 
Change to sketch the hons which were at that time kept there; and 
when one of these animals happened to die, he and Landseer bought 
it, and preserved it so long for purposes of drawing and dissecuon 
that at last their neighbours, whose artistic sense was less developed 
perhaps than their olfactory one, were forced to complain. 

Lewis was intended for an engraver, and actually studied under his 
father, who only allowed him to paint one day in the week; but 
having at a very early age — about fifteen — sent a picture to the 
British Institution, which was well placed, his father withdrew his 
objection and allowed him to become a painter. His first eflForts were 
devoted to animal paintmg, and by these works, when still quite 
young, he realized a very sufficient income. 

There is a very early picture by him in the royal collection — ^die 
portrait of ‘Old Clark of the Sandpit Gate’ — ^in which deer are intro- 
duced; and in the year 1821 he exhibited at the Royal Academy 
‘Puppies: a Study from Nature’. In 1825 he published a collection of 
etchings. Ruskin speaks very highly both of his power of drawing 
animals and of his water-colour painting. He says: ‘I believe John 
Lewis to have done more entire justice to his powers (and they are 
magnificent) than any man among us’. 

An accident turned Lewis from working in oil to the practice of 
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water-colour painting. Being asked to do some illustrations to 
Shakespeare, he became fascinated with the ease and with the sim- 
pHcity of the tools required for working in water-colours, and was 
very soon so successful that he was elected an associate of the Society 
of Painters in Water-Colours in 1828, in which year he contributed an 
important picture ‘Highland Hospitality*. In 1835 he went both to 
Spain and Italy in the pursuit of his art, and remained away two years. 
His visit produced a series of water-colour paintings, in a large and 
bold manner, rich in colour, and varied in character. The picturesque 
Spanish costume and the incidents of the Civil War provided him 
with many interesting subjects; and on his return he published Sketches 
in Spain, Hthographed on stone, which was very successjEul. He also 
made sixty-four water-colour copies of pictures by old Spanish and 
Venetian masters, which are now in the Edinburgh National Gallery. 
In 1843 he went to Cairo, and remained in Egypt eight years, having 
found a land exactly suited to his art, and in depicting which he seems 
once more to bring the Arabian Nights before our eyes. His manner 
became more minute in detail, and brighter in colour. Perhaps one of 
the finest of his pictures sent home from Egypt is ‘Interior of a 
Harem*, a work of most elaborate finish, great purity of colour, and 
most careful and learned drawing. 

As an accident had caused Lewis when a young man to take to 
water-colour painting, another accidental occurrence led him to 
resume oil painting. One of his brothers in passing through Cairo, en 
route for India, by chance left his oil-colour painting-box behind him. 
Lewis took it up and began playing with the colours, and finally 
used them, painting three small oil pictures on three little panels. One 
of these, ‘The Armenian Lady, Cairo*, which was exhibited in the 
Royal Academy Winter Exhibition in 1888-89, stiU retains all its 
brilliancy, and is in the finest state of preservation, though painted 
thirty years ago. The lady's dress, the narrow stripes of which are fore- 
shortened with the most accurate draughtsmanship to accommodate 
themselves to the limbs they enfold, is a marvel of deUcate execution; 
and, though the picture is small and painted with the utmost minute- 
ness of execution, it does not lack breadth or solidity. 

Lewis was very particular both in the preparation of his colours and 
in the choice of his panels, which latter he generally used in pre- 
ference to canvases. He used to keep them a long time by him before 
painting on them, after having had the grounds laid with great care 
by his colourman. His colours were mostly mineral, and were selected 
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with, much caution. He used, as a rule, exceedingly small sable 
brushes, hog tools only for backgrounds or scrubbing in. Never- 
theless, we must admit that though the process of execution may have 
been prolonged by the smallness of the tool, there is not one touch 
too much or one thrown away m his work, and that the result is 
always very perfect, conveying an impression of power without too 
great a sense of labour. 

He worked hard throughout the day, and would be in his painting- 
room by eight every morning, rigidly excluding every one except 
his wife — ^without whom he seemed scarcely able to get on — and, of 
course, the model, if he was paintmg from one. A difficulty in his 
work only roused him to more energy, and he would never leave a 
picture till he had overcome it, whatever it was; then, having done so, 
he would perhaps set the picture aside for months before finishing it. 
He altered his work a good deal. This habit, perhaps, arose from his 
long practice of water-colours, when he declared that by washing out 
he got a better face upon his paper; at any rate, he would occasion- 
ally in his oil painting scrape parts out of the ground and repaint. 
If he thought of an alteration or of an improvement to a picture he 
would get up in the middle of the night and would go down to his 
studio to set about it, for his love for his art was an intense passion 
with him; and during his latter years his devotion to it was so great 
that he rarely passed a night away from home, always preferring if he 
dined out to drive home many miles, however late in the evening, in 
order to sleep at Walton, so as to be ready for his painting the next 
morning. Lewis became president of the Society of Painters in Water- 
Colours in 1857, and a year after he was elected an associate of the 
Royal Academy. He became a full member in 1865, in which year he 
exhibited ‘A Turkish School in the Vicinity of Cairo’, and ‘In the 
Bey^s Garden, Asia Minor’, Lewis dehghted in the brightest flowers, 
and his painting of lilies and tulips is most deficately truthful and rich 
in gorgeous colouring. 

About the spring of the year 1876, Lewis, in consequence of failing 
health, had to place himself on the retired list of the Royal Academy, 
but he did not long enjoy repose. He continued p ainting imtil almost 
the last — ^in fact, tiU his brush would fall out of his hand, when he 
would beg to have it replaced, remarking how true it was that it was 
the head which painted and not the hand. He died at Walton-on- 
Thames, 15 August 1876, and a brass has been placed to his memory 
in the church there. 



CHAPTER XXXI 


ANIMAL PAINTERS— LANDSEER AND ANSDELL. 
MARINE PAINTERS— STANFIELD, COOKE 
AND HOLLAND 

We Lave described in an earlier chapter the great merit of James 
Ward, R.A., as an animal painter. He may be said to have been the 
successor in that branch of art of Morland and Stubbs, both clever 
artists of very opposite characters. In our present chapter we have to 
deal with another animal painter, who enjoyed an almost unparalleled 
reputation, and whose works are perhaps even at present a little too 
near to us to enable us to criticize them quite dispassionately. Sir 
Edwin Henry Landseer^ RA.j sprang from a family of artists, and 
occupied an almost unique position in the art world from his baby- 
hood. He was the third and youngest son of John Landseer, the en- 
graver, and was bom in Queen Anne Street, London, 7 March 1802. 
His father taught him to draw in company with his two brothers, 
and some of Edwin’s sketches, or, rather, portraits of animals, made 
at five, seven, and ten years of age, are shown at the South Kensington 
Museum. Hampstead Heath was his first studio, and it is recalled that 
his father lifted him over the stiles of the fields leading to it to enable 
the future painter to reach his sketching position. He also visited the 
Tower and Exeter Change at an early age to sketch and to etch — ^for 
he began, too, to etch, when quite a boy — the animals preserved in 
those menageries. F. G. Stephens, in his excellent Memorial of Landseer, 
relates an anecdote which Landseer took for the subject of one of his 
sketches, reproduced with three others by Thomas Landseer in 
Twenty Engravings of Lions, Panthers, etc, ‘A lioness — an orphan of 
course — ^had been captured in very early cubhood, and brought on 
board ship, and was suckled by a bitch, for whom, although she soon 
surpassed her nurse in size and strength, she ever retained the utmost 
affection and some respect. The attached couple were shown in 
Exeter Change menagerie, attracted much admiration, and were the 
source of unmitigated delight to many thousands of good people.’ 
Here was a subject Landseer could delight in. Unlike other animal 
painter^, he infused into his creatures an almost human element, 
which, while it did not interfere with the finest perception of animal 
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nature, added a tender sentiment or a delicate tumour to the subjects 
of his brush wanting in the pictures of other artists in the same line. 

But to return to Landseer’s studies. He actually began to exhibit 
at the Royal Academy before he was admitted as a stud^t to their 
schools, sending his first work when only twelve years old, and 
figuring as an honorary exhibitor. His brothers were pupils of Haydon, 
but Edwin does not seem to have received anything beyond advice 
from that painter, who recommended him to dissect animals, which 
advice the young man acted upon. He certainly understood the 
anatomy of the Hon well — taking advantage of the death of one in a 
menagerie, as we have already seen when speaking of Lewis, he 
thoroughly studied its anatomical construcuon, and it was of great 
use to him in his future work. He entered the Academy as a student 
at the age of fourteen and became a great favourite with FuseH, who, 
on coming into the schools, would say, ‘Where is my little dog 
boy?’ The graceful and curly-headed lad sat at this time to LesHe as 
the hero m his picture, ‘The Death of Rutland’, taken fi:om 
Shakespeare’s Henry VI (Part III). 

Landseer continued his studies and exhibited at the same time. In 
1817 he sent ‘Mount St. Bernard Dogs’ to the Water-Colour Society, 
oil paintings being at that time admitted there: and to the Academy, 
‘The Heads of a Pointer Bitch and Puppy’. In 1822, the directors of 
the British Institution awarded him a premium of for ‘The 
Larder Invaded’, exhibited there; and in 1824 he contributed to the 
same gallery his celebrated work ‘The Cat’s Paw’, a monkey making 
use of a cat’s paw, having first seized the unfortunate animal in his 
strong grip, to take the roasting chestnuts off the fire. This is the first 
of his paintings in which a well-known moral is happily combined 
with humour. He was elected an associate of the Royal Academy m 
1 826, when only four-and-twenty, which is the earhest prescribed age, 
and had even at that time a great reputation. He became a M 
member five years later. Already, when only twenty-two, he had 
entered upon the trials of a householder by taking the house at St. 
John’s Wood, in which he lived till his death, surrounded, though he 
never married, by various members of his family. In 1835 he sent to 
the Academy ‘The Drover’s Departure’, now in the Sheepshanks 
gallery. This picture contains a host of incidents arising firom the 
departure of the herds from the Highlands to the soutL Li the same 
gallery, which contains sixteen of &e painter’s works, is to be seen 
‘The Old Shepherd’s Chief Mourner’, perhaps the most pathetic 
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picture Landseer ever painted ; and said by Ruskin to be ‘ one of the 
most perfect poems or pictures (I use the words as synonymous) 
which modem times have seen . Every one will remember the 
faithful dog pressing its breast lovingly against the coffin of the 
master so steadily served in Ufe, so truly mourned in death; the rose- 
mary sprig spread on the coffin lid, telling of old-world customs now 
passed away, or only held sacred in the solitary hiUs; the clasped 
Bible and the spectacles, reminding us of reverence and age; while 
the stick and bonnet are thrown carelessly on the floor to denote that 
their use has come to an end. 

If we want to see Landseer in a comic vein we have only to turn 
to ‘A Jack in Office’, in the same collection. Even the mere tide is 
a happy bit of humour, and, by the way, the transladon of this into 
French proved a difficult question when the picture was exhibited in 
Paris in 1855. It is too well known to need description, especially as 
it was treated as a political caricature by H. B., which was almost as 
clever as the work which originated it. It was exhibited at the 
Academy in 1833. All the accessories in this picture are painted with 
wondrous appreciation of their various qualities, the copper scales, 
for instance, seeming thin firom constant wiping! 

Our pamter visited the Highlands, when quite a young man, and 
ever after found in them many attractive subjects for his pencil — 
revisiting them again and again for the purposes both of sport and 
painting, though, as the artist ever came first, the gun was often laid 
aside for the sketch-book. The knowledge of Landseer’s art has 
probably been more widely spread by engraving than that .of any 
other painter, perhaps because his father and brother were both 
engravers, perhaps because in a country such as ours, where a hardy 
open-air life and a love of field sports fosters a great attachment to 
animals, Landseer’s subjects naturally excited much admiration. 
Hardly a household in which engravings are to be found but what 
owns one from a picture by Landseer; and it is certain that not only 
do his works lend themselves happily to engraving, but that they have 
also been fortunate in finding excellent engravers to interpret them. 

Landseer’s method of work is characterized by great facility of 
execution. So much so is this the case in his pictures that it is curious 
to read of Wilkie’s warning him against ‘niggling’; but it is evident 
that his quite early work was carefully and mmutely finished, and 
that the rapidity of his later execution came feom his perfect mastery 
and power over his brush. He had been so early trained to accuracy in 



ANIMAL AND MARINE PAINTERS 


418 

the minutest detaik that his long life of exact draughtsmanship 
resulted in the hey-day of his power in a matchless rapidity and 
facility of execution. 

Landseer s maturity, as we know, came when he was still quite a 
young man; and his early pictures, while they appear imitatively per- 
fect, are a wonder of light-handed execution. Take, for instance, his 
‘Tethered Rams’, painted in 1839, where the fullest truth of woolly 
texture is obtained by simply applying with a full brush the more 
solid pigment into that which has already been laid on as a ground, 
with a large admixture of the painter’s vehicle; days might be spent 
in striving after a result which the painter has achieved at once. 

We remember in the famous collection of Mr. Wells at Redleaf a 
fallow deer, the size of life, by Landseer, painted down to the knees. 
Mr.Wells used to relate that on leaving the house to go to Penshurst 
Church the panel for this picture was being placed on the easel by his 
butler, and on his return in less than three hours the picture was 
complete. Under Landseer’s able hand a single drag of the brush gave 
a more effective rendering of the coat of the animal than could be 
achieved by a painstaking imitation of each single hair. There is, too, 
a portrait by him of Lord Ashbumham completed in a single sitting. 
There is an anecdote current concerning him that once at an evening 
party, a lady having made a careless remark that no one had ever 
drawn two things at once, Landseer immediately drew simul- 
taneously the profile of a deer with anders with one hand, and the 
profile of a horse with the other. If true this speaks of a most remark- 
able power of both hand and brain. 

Landseer’s colour is, unfortunately, apt always to be unduly heavy, 
and in his later pictures it became grey and leaden. As a portrait 
painter, when his model was to his taste, he was very fairly successful; 
but when he was oppressed with the sense of an uncongenial task, 
perhaps only undertaken from good nature, he was less happy in the 
results. In later hfe, after many attacks of illness, though Landseer 
would stUl pamt with the same extreme facility, he would touch and 
retouch upon his pictures while they remained in his studio and would 
often quite spoil their first perfection. He was fortunate in gaining all 
the honours which art could give him. The Queen bestowed on him 
a knighthood in 1850; he was awarded the gold medal at the Paris 
Universal Exhibition in 1855; and on Easdake’s death, in 1865, he 
was offered and refused the office of president of the Royal Academy. 

In appearance Sir Edwin was small, but he was energetic, quick in 
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Speech, frank and. full of wit; he was also an excellent mimic. It is 
related of him that once, while dining with Sir Francis Chantrey, he 
imitated him so well as to deceive the sculptor s own servant. 
Chantrey had been speaking of some very choice wine which he only 
brought out on his birthday, or on some other like great occasion. 
Soon after Chantrey happened to leave the table for a few minutes, 
and as he passed into the iimer room he rang the bell for more wine. 
Landseer sHpped into the sculptor* s high-backed chair, behind which 
was the door. When the man entered, Landseer imitating Chantrey ’s 
voice, his person being hidden by the chair, said, ‘Thomas, what day 
is this?’ ‘Wednesday, Sir Francis,’ was the reply. ‘Ay, ay, but what 
day of the month?’ ‘The 20th, Sir Francis.’ ‘Well, tlhen, bring up a 
bottle of that port.* ‘Yes, sir,’ ‘You know which, that particular 
port.’ ‘Yes, Sir Francis.’ In rushed the real Sir Francis, with a ‘Stay! 
Stay!’ but it was too late to recall a botde so fairly earned, and the 
wine came and was enjoyed the more for the wit that won it. 

In society Landseer with his many gifts was a great favourite. The 
Queen was one of his chief patrons. Her Majesty bought several of 
his best pictures, and commissioned him to paint in fresco for her 
summer house in Buckingham Palace from the subject of Camus. With 
all these advantages he was from his youth up liable to severe fits of 
depression. He was nervous and acutely sensitive; these causes led to 
an illness in 1851, which prevented him from painting for nearly two 
years. In fact, merely to sign an engraving or to see one of his own 
pictures was too much for him. EEappily he rallied, and again took to 
painting, but his works never quite attained their former excellence. 
Landseer’s portrait of himself, sketching-block in hand, with two 
favourite dogs looking over his shoulders at his work, called 
‘Connoisseurs’, is well known through the engraving. We have 
heard that a patron of the painter’s was so much struck with this 
work while in the studio that he asked hi m if he was going to part 
with it. ‘Of course, I am,’ rephed Landseer. ‘Then,’ said he, ‘I will 
give you ^2,000 for it; the picture shall remain with you during 
your lifetime, and the copy ofit shall be yours.’ ‘No, no,’ said Landseer, 
‘you shan’t have it.’ Some time afterwards the Prince of Wales, 
being in the studio, asked the same question whether the picture was 
engaged, whereupon Landseer immediately replied that it was not, 
and begged him to accept it. 

Many funny stories have been told about Landseer and his animals, 
as, for instance, one which Dickens was fond of relating, that when 
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the painter was in the midst of the entertainment of a circle of fiiends, 
his manservant, with the stohdity of his class, opened the door sud- 
denly, and said, ‘Did you order a hon, sir?’ Great were the fears 
expressed by the guests, but it soon turned out that a lion having died 
at the Zoological Gardens, the manager with kind forethought had 
despatched the carcass, thinking Landseer might like to sketch it. 
W. P. Frith, in his recollections, tells us of a comic though very 
natural mistake to one speaking in an unfamiliar tongue, made by 
the late King of Portugal, who, when Landseer was introduced to 
him at a party, said, ‘Oh, I have so wished to make your acquain- 
tance, I am so fond of beasts’. 

Towards the end of his life his nervous state of health was aggra- 
vated by a railway accident, which befell him going north, in 
November 1868, and which left a scar on the forehead, visible in his 
coffin. For the last two or three years of his life he was a great 
sufferer; he passed away on i October 1873, and was buried in St. 
Paul’s Cathedral, his pall being held by the six senior members of the 
Royal Academy. A memoir of his life would be incomplete which 
does not mention his great achievement in sculpture in modelling 
the four lions round the base of Nelson’s column in Trafalgar 
Square, remarkable more for their truth and accuracy as portraits 
than as ideal works in sculpture. 

Richard AnsdellR. A., was another animal painter whose reputation 
was great in his day. He was bom in Liverpool in 1816, and first 
exhibited in the Royal Academy in 1840. He visited Spam in 1857 
with John Phillip, R.A,, for the purpose of sketching, and on his 
return to England his Spanish subjects became very popular. He was 
a facile and ready draughtsman, picturesque in his groupings, and he 
readily seized the characteristics of animals. His pictures were very 
well composed, and his first charcoal outlines of his subject on the 
canvas were full of vigour and excellently conceived, but his colour 
was not good, and his finished works lack what the painters call 
‘quality’. He was a most industrious painter, and his works are very 
numerous. 

He painted several pictures in conjunction with his fiiend, Thomas 
Creswick, R.A. His works, which were much sought after in the 
north of England, have been very frequently engraved. Ansdell was 
a man of most generous nature, and very popular with his brother 
painters. He died at Famborough, in Hampshire, 20 April 1885, aged 
sixty-nine. He had not Landseer’s umque power in the choice of a 
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subject, or 'his sympathy with the instincts of animals, but his works 
appealed to the true English love of sport, and were accordingly 
much admired. 

It is curious that in a country surrounded by the sea so few of our 
painters should have devoted themselves to marine subjects. In the 
first half of the eighteenth century Charles Brooking, bom 1723, 
acquired great skill in painting scenes of naval tactics, but he died 
early at the age of thirty-six. He was followed in the same line of art 
by Dominic Serres, R.A., and his son, and though some of Turner’s 
finest pictures are sea pieces and Callcott and CoUins both painted 
subjects taken from the sea, yet they are scarcely to be called marine 
painters, and it was left to Clarkson StanJieldj to consecrate 
himself almost entirely to subjects of this class. He was the son of a 
writer of some reputation, and was bom at Sunderland in 1793. Here 
he lived during his early boyhood, till he entered the marine service, 
where he had Douglas Jerrold for a shipmate, and while the one got 
up plays on board ship the other painted the scenery for them. These 
two met later on; Jerrold as professed dramatist, Stanfield as scene 
painter at Drury Lane Theatre. An accident which befell Stanfield 
caused him to leave the navy, and to take to scene painting. While at 
work ttus at Edinburgh he made the acquaintance of David Roberts, 
who was occupied in a similar manner, and the two became friends 
for life. We hear of them next in London, at the Coburg Theatre and 
Drury Lane, for which latter theatre Stanfield painted two or three 
fine drop scenes, besides contributing to the dioramas exhibited 
there, which made at the time a great sensation. His scene painting 
was vigorous, and remarkable for boldness of execution and rich 
colour, and he effected very great improvement in that branch of the 
art. He continued scene painting for some years, and at the same time 
produced in oil some small marine views, and in 1827 he exhibited 
‘A Calm’ at the Royal Academy, though three or four years before 
this he had contributed to other exhibitions, and actually took a 
premium of fifty guineas for a picture, ‘Wreckers off Fort Rouge’, 
awarded to him by the British Institution that same year. 

In 1831 William IV gave him as a commission ‘The Ceremony of 
Opening New London Bridge’. The painter took for his point of 
view the scene above the bridge on the Surrey side of the water. He 
had given us the representation of a fine pageant, but there is a slight 
doubt as to what the group of people in the centre of his picture are 
standing upon. The following year he was elected an A.R.A. and a 
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full member of the Academy in 1 83 5, when he exhibited a large work, 
‘The Battle of Trafalgar’, painted on commission for the United 
Service Club. 

Stanfield very generally made his landscapes and marine pictures 
serve as illustrations of some historical or dramatic event. He was 
naturalistic in his treatment of a subject, and though trained as a scene 
painter he avoids in his work coarse or strong effects, erring possibly 
a litde in the opposite direction of staidness and coldness. He was 
a firm and vigorous draughtsman. Ruskin, in the first volume of 
Modem Painters, speaks highly of Stanfield’s thorough knowledge of 
his subject and of his power both of wave and cloud drawing — ^in. 
this latter indeed he places him next to Turner. Yet the author of 
Modem Painters complains of his being wanting in impressiveness, 
wishiug him to be ‘less clever and more affecting’, less wonderful and 
more terrible, and as the first step to such an object ‘to learn how to 
conceal’. This want of mystery in his pictures may have partly arisen 
from his early labours as a scene painter; we imagine the influence of 
stage effect would cling round him to the last; still his later pictures 
would seem to have acquired more imagination, and his sense of 
colour became more delicate and refined. His works show a great sense 
of aerial perspective, and his knowledge of seamanship gives truth to 
the grandeur of his marine subjects. The drawing of his marine 
architecture wdl be interesting as the years go on, when the picturesque- 
ness and grace of the sailing ships of the early part of the century will 
contrast favourably with the ironclads and torpedo vessels of the 
later part. We believe that Stanfield had perfect models of all his 
shipping craft, boats, oars, sails, rigging, etc., made in a small size for 
his studio, in order to ensure an entire correctness of detail in his 
pictures. 

In 1833 he sent to the Academy the first, the only one he exhibited, 
of a series of ten pictures painted for the banqueting room at Bowood. 
These pictures were completed in 1840, and almost at the same time 
Stanfield was at work upon a series of Venetian subjects for Trentham. 
In the collection at Windsor Castle is a painting of ‘The Royal Yacht 
off Mount St. Michael, Cornwall’, which Stanfield was com- 
missioned by the Queen to paint for her in 1846. The forms of the sky 
are beautifully rendered, it depicts a bright and cheerful day, the usuii 
‘Queen’s weather’, and the painting of the water, the one part of his 
picture which Stanfield under all circumstance made prominent, is 
translucent and dear. 
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In 1829, just after lie had given up scene painting, our painter paid a 
first visit to the Continent, and again in 1839 he made a long stay in 
Italy, and from this time the greater number of his pictures are of 
foreign scenery, such as ‘The Castle of Ischia’, ‘Beilstein on the 
Moselle’, * Vesuvius and the Bay of Naples ’, 1 864, together with many 
marine subjects painted off the Dutch coast. 

Stanfield was a member of the Sketching Society, of which we 
give an account elsewhere. He retained to the last his friendship for 
his dramatic friends, and used often to meet them at the Garrick Club. 
In 1865 he went with Roberts to Edinburgh, where ‘Stanny’, as his 
old fiiend loved to call him, was made an honorary member of the 
Scottish Academy. He had been for some time in declining health 
when he died at Belsize Park, Hampstead, 18 May 1867. He was a 
Roman CathoUc by reHgion, and was buried in St. Mary’s Cemetery, 
Kensal Green, his funeral being attended by many admirers and 
fiiends. 

Edward William Cooke j R,A.j was another painter who throughout 
his art career devoted himself to marine subjects. He was bom in 
London, 27 March 1811, and was the son of an engraver. He early 
showed a great taste for drawing, and began to use his pendl deftly 
when litde more than a child of four, and when quite a boy, he 
modelled a deer in high rehef most correctly and accurately in black 
wax on a slate. Cooke never attended the Academy schools. His 
father taught him both to draw and to engrave, and sent him up to 
town, from Hackney, to take perspective lessons from Augustus 
Pugin; but after young Cooke had paid two visits, Pugin begged his 
father not to send him so far again, saying with great honesty the boy 
knew as much as he did. Cooke’s father intended him to be an 
engraver, and he continued to assist him in his art till he was nearly 
twenty. When only in his fourteenth year he made and etched 
drawings of Old and New London Bridges, which his father pub- 
lished. He also illustrated Loudon’s Encyclopcedia and the Botanical 
Cabinet, while yet an engraver, for which work he was eminently 
fitted, as he was a good botanist. La fact he became a man of many 
scientific attainments and was elected a Fellow of the Royal Society. 

His first oil picture was painted from Broadstairs on a panel given 
him by his father, and with colours set on a palette the gift of James 
Stark. He sold it for eighteen guineas, and it was resold during his 
lifetime for seventy-eight. Before he settled down to oil painting, he 
practised in water-colours, which was a favourite medium with him. 
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Hospital. The brothers were deeply attached to one another, and 
having attained rank in art himself, Alfred was most anxious for his 
brother’s advancement also; but although he exhibited from time 
to time works of great merit, it was not until 1827 that John Chalon 
was elected an associate, and he continued in that rank until 1841. 

It has been said of John Chalon, and this within ten years of his 
death, that ‘during a long life, he painted a multitude of pictures 
mostly in water-colours’; so little is really known of his art, yet 
Leslie, who knew him well, and who was at least a competent judge, 
thought him a man of great and original powers. ‘Few painters’, he 
said, ‘had so great a range of talent.’ Moreover, his principal works 
were in oil, although he was in early life an accomplished water- 
colour painter; and we can admit that, if invention were the great 
qualification of an artist, few better deserved that title than John 
James Chalon. 

A picture exhibited at the International Exhibition in 1862, and 
called ‘The Gravel Pit’, is, on the whole, one of John Chalon’s best 
works, broad, simple, and manly in treatment, square and facile in 
handling, and free from faults of colour that overtook him in later 
practice: it is really a finely coloured picture; the sky is a luminous 
mass of rifting clouds through which a sun-ray breaks and hghts up 
lines on the distant plain, while the flat cutting of the steep side of the 
gravel-pit is lighted with warm rich sunlight, telling against the 
neutral green m the foreground, which is all in shade; two or three 
female figures at the foot of a tree on the right sparkle hfce jewels 
against the negative masses. 

Another very masterly work by the painter is a ‘View of Hastings ’, 
exhibited in 1819, and now in the collection at South Kensington 
Museum, Chalon’s faults of blackness were more apparent in his 
water-colours than m his oil pictures. He made beautiful studies from 
nature, both in oil and water-colours; and had it been the fashion 
in his day to paint direct from nature, would have produced very 
fine imitative landscapes. In his early days much of his time was given 
up to teaching, and although he was an exhibitor for fifry years his 
works are comparatively few. 

In 1847, while walking with his brother, he was suddenly seized 
with paralysis, and lost the power of supporting himself. His disorder 
gradually increased; and with his physical, his mental powers also de- 
clined. The attentions of his younger brother were unremitting, until 
his tedious iUness terminated fatally on 14 November 1854, when in 
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his seventy-sixth year. The brothers Chalon were the mainstay and 
support of the Sketching Society, were inseparable during a longjlife, 
and equally steadfast in their friendships and hospitality. 

In our list of artists who in the early part of the century obtained 
reputation as painters in water-colours, Thomas Heaphy must be 
included as one of the best of those who painted figure subjects. He 
was bom in London, in the parish of Cripplegate, 29 December 
1775. His father, John Heaphy, was descended from a French family, 
who in the seventeenth century had setded in the eastern part of 
London, where his countrymen who fled on the revocation of the 
Edict of Nantes had introduced the manufacture of silk, which then 
took root in our city. John Heaphy took Katharine Gerard, a French- 
woman, to wife, and the taste characteristic of the race descended to 
their son Thomas, who early in life showed a predilection for art. 
His father apprenticed the boy to a dyer, perhaps hoping that his art- 
feeling might tend to improve the silk dyes of the district; but the 
occupation was very distasteful to the youth, and his evident dislike 
led to his indentures being cancelled within a few months, when a 
new direction was given to his life. He was now articled to an 
engraver, Robert Mitchell Meadows, who obtained some reputation 
by engraving book plates from the designs of Richard Westall. 
There was, at the time we are writing about, 1796-7, an art-school 
of some repute in Finsbury, conducted by a painter of the name of 
Simpson, who numbered among his pupils Thomas Uwms, H. Ross 
the father of Sir William, and others who afterwards became known 
in the arts. Heaphy, who was more inclined to painting than to 
engraving, after his master’s work was finished, attended in the 
evening very regularly at Simpson’s school, and studied diligendy 
with the view of fitting himself for future practice as an artist. 

Before his apprenticeship to Meadows expired, Heaphy, with the 
improvidence characteristic of artists, had married Miss Stevenson, 
the sister of one of his fellow students at the school, and to enable him 
to support her he had recourse to colouring prints after Westall and 
others, works at that time of ready sale; he also began to paint 
portraits. In the year 1800 we find him exhibiting at the Royal 
Academy, for the first time, two of these portraits, one of his young 
wife, and one of Mrs. Meadows, doubtless the wife of his master. 
When litde more than twenty-one years of age, he painted his first 
subject picture in water-colours, a girl stooping over a river bank 
to gather a water-lily ; and having completed his time with Meadows, 
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he obtained admission as a student at the Royal Academy. There, 
also, he continued to exhibit— principally portraits — ending in 
1804 with one subject picture, ‘The Portland Fish Girl*. He did not 
join the Water-Colour Society on its foundation, although we leam 
that he was already a somewhat popular favourite; but in 1807 he 
was admitted as an ‘associate exhibitor’, and contributed three 
subject pictures, 

J. B. Pyne tells us that, whenHeaphy’s picture of ‘Juvenile Poachers 
Disputing for their Stolen Game’ was exhibited, the then president 
of the Academy, West, pointed it out before a room full of persons 
of rank and position as a work of great merit and original talent. 
This criticism of course spread from one to another and greatly 
increased the young painter’s reputation. His ‘Fish Market’, exhibited 
in die Water-Colour Exhibition of 1809, raised him to the summit 
of success; it was painted with great care, full of truth and character, 
the colour tender and dcHcate, the hues of the fish rendered with 
great purity. His pictures found ready sale at prices high for our own 
day, but remarkable for his time, if, as has been said, his ‘Hastings 
Fish Market* was sold for the sum of 500 guineas. But Heaphy was 
versatile and somewhat volatile. In 1807 he was appointed portrait 
painter to the Princess of Wales, whom he painted in miniature, as 
he did many other persons of rank and fashion. His subject pictures 
having less of his attention, the sale of them about this time began to 
decline, and many remained on his hands. Soon afterwards he left the 
Water-Colour Society, exhibiting there for the last time in 1811. 

He now gave himself up to portraiture, and with this view he 
quitted England for the British Camp in the Peninsula, where he 
occupied himself in painting portraits of the principal officers. Here 
he must have led a life of adventure, since he continued with the army 
throughout the rest of the campaign and until the war ended with 
the Battle of Toulouse. On his return to England he painted a large 
picture of the Duke of Wellington, and the officers of his staff, some 
of whom had fallen victims in the strife, and their memories are 
thus preserved to us. The work was engraved, and had much success. 

Heaphy was mainly instrumental in founding the Society of 
British Artists. To its first exhibition in 1814 he contributed nine 
pictures, and he was elected the first president of the society, though 
he only held office one year; after the second he ceased to be an 
exhibitor, and his comection with the society terminated. Years 
passed away during which Heaphy contributed htde to art; but he 
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was still interested in all new associations of artists. He was again 
active in the formation of the new Society of Painters in Water- 
Colours, of which he became a member; but died shortly after its 
foundation on 19 November 1835, aged sixty years. 

Heaphy s works won upon the public by their truthfulness and 
direct reference to nature. His brother painters had attempted 
feshion, false rusticity, and dassicality; he went to nature both for 
his character and expression, and did not scruple to represent her as 
he found her. Of this his best picture in the South Kensington 
Museum, ‘The Wounded Leg’, is an example. It is not an agreeable 
subject to choose, but Heaphy made no compromise in representing 
it; the wounded leg forms a prominent feature. 

Practising his art in the cottage, the field, or by the sea-beach, 
rather than in the studio, it is litde to be wondered that he habitually 
under-valued what he termed academic art; using the phrase in 
reference to the mode of study adopted by the old masters, whose 
works he probably persuaded himself he held in less estimation 
than was actually the 6ct; for on visiting Italy towards the close of 
his life he evidenced his true appreciation of their power by the 
earnestness with which he made copies from their works. Heaphy’s 
life illustrates the necessity of unceasing practice on the part of 
him who would continue to improve; for Heaphy having for 
several years painted only occasionally and at long intervals, when 
he again desired to assume the active practice of his profession, 
although still in the prime of life, was led to feel that he had fiJIen 
off rather than improved, and he exclaimed with grief, ‘My art has 
gone from me!’ 

David Cox, an eminent water-colour painter, was bom in Bir- 
mingham on 29 April 1783. His father was a blacksmith, a healthy 
handicraft, which has been the speciality of the town and neigh- 
bourhood from time immemorial; the whole population being more 
or less workers in metal. The mother of the painter, a woman of strong 
good sense and deep religious feeling, gave their only son David 
such an orderly and careful training in his childhood, as served to 
guide him aright in the difficulties and dangers to which he was 
exposed on his entry into life, and to form the sincere character of 
the man. While yet a child the boy had the misfortune to break his 
leg; this, joined to a somewhat delicate constitution, obviously 
unfitted him to follow his father’s trade. While laid up from the 
efiects of the accident, a box of colours and some paper provided 
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for his amusement was a source of such unceasing delight to the 
invalid that his father, on his recovery, sent him to a drawing-school 
in the town, conducted hy Joseph Barber, a local teacher of the day. 
Here he must have made great progress, and showed a true vocation 
for art; since, when not yet sixteen years of age, he was apprenticed 
to a locket-painter, to paint the devices and ornaments of various 
kinds, which, mounted in metal, form what is called toy jewellery, 
for which Birmingham is almost as much noted as for its coarser 
works in iron. He lost his master at the end of about eighteen months, 
and was obliged to seek other sources of improvement and employ- 
ment; a locket of his painting still in the possession of his family 
shows that he had obtained great mastery of bis work, even during 
the short time he had been engaged in it. 

Not readily iSinding other employment in art, to which he in- 
stinctively clung, he undertook, like his great predecessor Claude, 
to grind colours; and in this way he laboured for the scene painters 
at the Birmingham Theatre; gaining at the same time, from his 
habits of observation, a knowledge of their art and art processes. 
Macready, the father of the tragedian, was then stage manager, and 
wishing to improve the scenery of his theatre, he sent to London and 
engaged De Maria, who at that time was painting scenes for the 
Italian Opera, to come and prepare a set for him. Of this artist we 
have no records, but his works seem to have awakened in Cox the 
desire to become a landscape painter. He used to compare the ready 
handling and broad manner of his scenes to Wilson s landscapes. 
De Maria, who soon perceived young Cox’s talent for the art, set him 
to carry on the less important parts of his own works, and to paint 
side scenes. Shortly after, Macready, who accidentally found out the 
skill and readiness of the young assistant, employed him to copy, on 
his own account, a set of scenes for the Sheffield Theatre. Of scenic 
art, more than any other art, the essential object is to please the eye — 
to make effective points teU, and to express the intended effect with 
facility and ease. It may be presumed that young Cox, during the four 
years he remained with the company as scene painter, laid the founda- 
tion of those very qualities which are so characteristic of his works, 
and which, added to his rejSned sense of the colouring of landscape, of 
the effects of air, and the fresh atmosphere of English scenery, make 
his pictures such favourites with all who love art. 

The management, as is customary with most provincial com- 
panies, moved from place to place, and the scene painters travelled 
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also. This unsettled life was very distasteful to Cox. After remaining 
the time we have named, he left: and proceeded to London; where, in 
the first instance, he sought and obtained emplo-)Tnent in the scene- 
loft at Asdey’s Theatre. In his journeys to and fiom his labours there, 
he was attracted by the water-colour drawings in Palser’s weU- 
known shop, then on tie Surrey side of the river; the works there 
exhibited determined Cox to become a water-colour painter. He was 
fortunate enough at some of his subsequent visits to Palser^s to make 
the acquaintance of John Varley, who invited him to Lis painting 
room, and introduced him, no doubt, to the clever knot of rising 
artists who assembled in his studio, and who profited so largely 
by the maxims and methods inculcated there. -'Colonel Windsor, 
afterwards Earl of Plymouth, struck with some of Cox*s works, 
which he saw at Palser’s, obtained many pupils for our artist; who 
was thus enabled to leave the theatre, and to take more entirely to 
the art he loved. 

In 1805, Cox made his first visit to North Wales, and on his return 
he exhibited first in Bond Street, and on the breaking up of that 
society, with the one in Spring Gardens. Residing on Dulwich 
Common, then somewhat of a sequestered nook, though in the 
immediate vicinity of London, Cox made a diligent study of nature; 
not by elaborate imitation, but, as he said, always with some direct 
purpose — to learn to render the aspects of some one of the several 
periods of the day, with its varied effects and the incidents and 
characteristics suitable to it. He also studied the old masters’ — 
Velazquez and Ruysdael being his chief favourites. He copied Caspar 
Poussin for his improvement; nor were the works of Girtin, Turner, 
Havell, and Varley without their direct influence upon him; thus 
he searched the art of the past and the practice of his contemporaries, 
to give himself a foundation on which to form his own style direct 
from the observation of nature. 

These studies were for a time suspended by his bemg appointed, in 
1814, teacher of drawing to the senior officers of the Military College 
near Famham; but finding the duties irksome and unsuited to his 
disposition, he resigned after a few months, and retired, in 1815, to 
Hereford; visiting London usually in the spring, at the exhibition 
season, to keep up his acquaintance with art and artists, and to pre- 
vent that fallin g-off which is too apt to arise when an artist secludes 
himself from his brethren. At Hereford he continued to reside until 
1829, when he returned to the vidnity of London, and lived at 
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Kensington until 1840. Then, weary of teaching and making small 
drawings, and wishing to practise art for itself and to indulge in 
his own feeling for it, he retired to Harbome, a village in the neigh- 
bourhood of his native city, and devoted himself almost entirely 
to painting in oil. His works in this material were rarely seen in 
London, remaining principally in the hands of his friends; but he 
continued to contribute to the Water-Colour Society’s Exhibition 
in Pall Mall until his death, on 7 June 1859. 

In 1813, Cox published a Treatise on Landscape Painting in Water- 
Colours, containing progressive lessons, with examples of the various 
effects of morning and evening, of storm and calm, of winter and 
summer. He gives us his own views of the aim of the landscape 
painter. ‘In the selection of a subject from nature’, he says, ‘the 
student should keep in view the principal object which induced him 
to make the sketch. The prominence of the leading feature should be 
clearly supported throughout; the character of the picture should be 
derived from it; every object introduced should be subservient to it. * 

Cox’s handling in w^-ter-colours was peculiar to himself, and was 
somewhat analogous to that adopted by Gainsborough and Con- 
stable in oil painting. He worked with wet colour, repeating broken 
tints loosely hatched over one another until the local colour was 
obtained. From the fluency of his brush, and the liquidity of his 
tints, they dry with richness and fulness, the gum rising to the 
surface. Many of his best works are wrought in this manner, the 
knife being sparingly used to give ghtter and sparkle. We have 
aheady said that a painter’s peculiar execution is part of his idio- 
syncrasy; that it has less to do with his education than with his 
feeling. It is the readiest way by which he can express to others 
what he feels in art, or sees in nature — ^it is personal, and could hardly 
with advantage to his art expression be changed for any other mode 
of execution. 

It has been objected to great completion in art that it leaves 
nothing to the imagination of the spectator. This is certainly not the 
case with the works of Cox. Like the two great painters we have 
quoted, he seems more intent upon obtaining the exact tone and 
colour of nature than on defining Jbrm; which is gradually developed 
in his pictures by the juxtaposition of hues and tints rather than by 
drawing. Apparently simple transcripts of nature, his works are yet 
cu nnin gly dominated by art. The light and shade are^vell distributed, 
die figures in the most appropriate place, the keeping always excellent . 



DAVID COX 


433 


His great characteristics are a generalized treatment of nature rather 
than individualized imitation; breadth, luminous freshness and breezy 
motion. He had a true genius for landscape art, a thorough percep- 
tion of the colouring of nature; but, unlike Turner, who mastered 
the whole realm of landscape, Cox was contented with a more 
limited range, in which, however, he reigned almost without a rival. 
No painter has given us more truly the moist brilliancy of early 
summer-time, ere the sim has dried the spring bloom from the lately 
opened leaf. The sparkle and shimmer of foliage and weedage, in 
the fitful breeze that roUs away the clouds from the watery sun, 
when the shower and the sunshine chase each other over the land, 
have never been given widi greater truth than by David Cox. 

Many of his works are truly imaginative; the very looseness of the 
handling already adverted to adding to their sentiment. His noble 
picture of ‘A Welsh Funeral’ is characteristic both of his modes of 
execution and of that highly imagioative feeling, which he added to 
truth, of the general impression of nature. It is one of his largest and 
most impressive works. The time chosen is twilight — day, just dyiug 
out into the gloom of evening — ^an hour so full of mournful impres- 
sions, so suitable and so in harmony with the subject. The picture is 
nevertheless full of colour and freshness, and not by any means heavy 
or grey. The funeral procession moves away into the picture; along a 
road bordered with stone dykes, and overhung with trees; these 
contrast with the barren stony hills in the near background, the 
desolate stony region onwards to which they are bearing the corpse. 
The backs of the throng of mourners are all mmed to the spectator; 
going away, as it were from life into the gloomy solitude of death: 
to the grave in the little hill-side churchyard, a sepulchre in the rocks 
seen beyond. A gleam of light illuminating the belfry shows the 
bell on the swing; we seem to hear its mournful kneU, while over 
the path of the funeral, above the chapel and the desolate hills, a 
rift in the dark clouds opens up to. us a glimpse as it were of the 
calm heavens, the glorious home and future rest of the departed. 

Latterly Cox used at times a low-toned paper, coarse in manufac- 
ture, with fragments of straw appearing on the surfece, and he freely 
. resorted to wiping out the lights, and even to the use of body colour; 
glazing over it, to give richness, but reserving points of pure light, 
to focus and give requisite tone to the whole. The ‘Funeral’ is 
painted in this manner; the execution is loose and apparently un- 
decided; when seen near, it is a mass of blots and scratches, but from 
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a few feet distant we feel that any further completion would take 
from the perfect impression it makes on us, and deprive the picture 
of the solemn truth of dim imaginative twilight which hangs over 
the whole. The scene is from the neighbourhood of Bettws-y-Coed, 
which was latterly as much Cox’s country as Dedham and Flatford 
were Constable’s. There he painted many of his finest works; and 
it shows how readily genius finds a subject, where others find only 
tameness and the commonplace, that many of his pictures are from 
a single field. As a painter, he had a marked ifidividuality, and his 
pictures are an honour to the water-colour school. 

Samuel Prout adds another name to the long list of Devonshire 
artists. He was bom at Plymouth on 17 September 1783. When 
barely five years old he was smitten with a sun-stroke, carried 
home insensible, and not only suffered much at the time, but in all his 
later life he was subject to constandy recurring attacks of headache, so 
severe as to confine him to his bed and wholly to prevent any labour 
while they lasted. He early showed a great fondness for drawing, but 
as he advanced in years his father proposed that he should foUow him 
in his own profession; though we are not informed what that was. 
The lad, however, had heard of the fame of his townsmen and of their 
success in the great metropoHs: the love of art had taken possession 
of him. His kind-hearted schoolmaster, too, had somewhat encour- 
aged the pupil’s propensities; he used to set young Prout beside him 
to make pen and ink sketches of the pedagogue’s favourite cat, and 
thus that predilection for drawing, which the parent had thought 
a mere devotion to an idle amusement, was silently fostered and 
gradually became the fixed wish and decided aim of the future artist. 

The Rev. Dr. Bidlake was then master of the grammar school. 
Placed under his instruction Prout became the schoolfellow and com- 
panion of his townsman Haydon, whose hopes and aims were of a 
hke character; and on their half-holidays the two lads used to wander 
forth together to enjoy nature. No doubt their early efforts were very 
different; Prout’s careful and imitative, Haydon’s bold, hasty, and 
sketchy; but they were at least united in their love of art. It will be 
remembered that Payne, holding some office in the dockyard, was a 
resident of Plymouth and enjoyed a local reputation for his water- 
colour drawings of scenery in the vicinity; his works seem to have 
stimulated the exertions of Prout in the same art, and he was allowed 
to have a few lessons from S. Williams, a local teacher. Hence he 
had. obtained some sldll when, in the winter of 1801, John Britton, 
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journeying westward in search of materials for his forthcoming 
work, Picturesque Beauties of England, was introduced by Dr. Bidlake 
to young Prout. Britton saw, or thought he saw, promise in the lad, 
and offered to take him on his journey into Cornwall, and to pay all 
expenses in return for his assistance in sketching objects of interest 
for the forthcoming work. The offer met with a willing assent on the 
part of the elder Prout; but the journey was very impropitious: it 
began with wet and stormy weather, the accommodation at the 
htde country inns on the route was the reverse of comfortable, 
while Britton tells us that he soon found the youth was unable 
to render him the assistance he expected and was depressed at his own 
deficiencies and want of success. When they reached Truro they 
parted for the present, Prout to return to Plymouth, Britton to con- 
tinue his journey to Land’s End; their connexion, however, did 
not end here. Prout had found his deficiencies and set himself 
diligently to conquer them. He studied and sketched all ancient 
buildings within his reach, and in 1802 was able to send up a folio 
for Britton’s inspection, sketches in which were found of sufficient 
excellence to permit of their being engraved for Britton^s worL 
This led to a renewal of intercourse between them, and resulted in an 
invitation to the young painter, who came to London and lodged 
with Britton for nearly two years in Wilderness Row, Clerkenwell; 
employed, gready to his improvement, in copying the best sketches 
and drawings of Heame, Alexander, Turner, GQtman, Mackenzie 
and others. 

In 1804, we fiirst trace Prout as an exhibitor in the Royal Academy, 
and here he continued to exhibit until his election into the Water- 
Colour Society in 1815. Much of Prout’s time — as, indeed, was the 
case with many of his brother water-colour painters — ^was devoted to 
teaching; diis led him to publish on his own account many educa- 
tional works. Studies for Learners was published by Ackerman in 1816, 
and followed in 1818 by a set o£ Progressive Fragments, by Rudiments of 
Landscape, Views in the North and West of England, etc. The early 
works are executed by soft-ground etching in a simple and large 
manner. 

Though bom in a country ridily wooded, and with an abundant 
weedage, Prout seems to have been naturally deficient in the power 
of representing foliage, and he rarely introduced trees into his pictures. 
His style was simple and large, without imitative details; the pic- 
turesque effect of the whole being sought somewhat at the expense 
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of the individual parts. Having passed his early years in the neigh- 
bourhood of our great naval arsenal, conversant from his childhood 
with the beach and cliffs of Devon, and the boats and craft that 
people its shores, it would have seemed that, with the above-named 
deficiency, he would have become a marine painter; and this pro- 
bably would have been the case but for his early introduction, 
through Britton, to employment on subjects connected with 
architecture. Many of his early pictures are marine subjects, and 
those who have seen his fine painting of ‘The Indiaman Ashore*, 
exhibited in the Society’s rooms in 1819, will feel Front’s great 
qualification for such works. This picture probably arose from the 
impression made on him by the wreck of the Dalton, East Indiaman, 
on the rocks under the citadel of his native town. The crew were 
saved by the great personal exertions of Sir E. Pellew, afterwards 
Lord Exmouth, and the hiill held together on the sands for hours 
after the wreck. Front and Haydon are said to have watched it as it 
rolled in the surf and spray, and gradually broke up. Both at the 
time attempted pictures of the subject, and both failed; but the scene 
seems to have made a great impression upon Front, and served to 
incite him to the fine work he afterwards produced. 

But circumstances turned him from marine subjects to architecture, 
and it is as the painter of churches and cathedrals, of picturesque Nor- 
man cities and market places, that Frout is most celebrated. Yet we 
cannot feel that F50Ut had any particular qualification for such labours 
beyond his great sense of the picturesque. It is true that he seldom 
misses the general proportions of his buildings, or the relation of die 
several parts to die whole, yet that want of knowledge of construc- 
tion which Britton complained of he never overcame; and he hid his 
lack of perception of beauty and refinement of detail, under the 
broad markings of the reed pen. In all that related to the ‘making 
up’ of his picture, Prouf was unrivalled in his o-wn art, and may be 
compared to Roberts as an oil painter, whose art his own in many 
respects resembled. Like Roberts, Front was skilled in the appropriate 
introduction of figures, and peopled his pictures with a host of living 
accessories, for which Normandy and Venice amply supplied him 
with picturesque materials. The crowded market-places of Normandy 
are usually under the shadow of the cathedral; there are gathered in 
masses, finiit and vegetables, screened by huge coloured umbrellas; 
the market people in quaint costumes, rich with many dyes; the 
outskirts crowded with cumbrous vehicles drawn by horses under 
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a panoply of harness studded with brazen nails and jangling bells, 
gay with tassels and fringes; the colour of the groups below carried 
upwards into balcony and window by flowers and draperies, by 
gaily painted signs and lattices. Such material, in Prout’s hands, 
produced "pictures that make us overlook their paucity of details, 
and the sacrifice of individual realization at die shrine of the 
picturesque. 

Prout’s election as a member of the Water-Colour Society in 1815 
brought him fully before the patrons of that art, and when in 1818, in 
search of health, he visited foe Continent, and began to paiut foe 
picturesque towns of Normandy, so well suited as subjects for his 
pencil, he had made a manner of his own, and taken an acknowledged 
rank in his art. In 1824 he visited Venice, a city filled with subjects 
for his brush, and extended his journeys gradually to other Italian 
cities, to Germany, Bohemia, etc. The invention of lifoography about 
this time introduced an art admirably fitted for foe dissemination of 
Prout’s works, and by its means he was enabled to publish Facsimiles 
of Sketches made in Flanders and Germany^ Views in France, Switzerland 
and Italy; with others of like nature. 

During foe latter years of his life he was a frequent sufferer from 
iU-healfo; he died at his residence in Camberwell, 10 February 
1852, aged sixty-eight. We have already said that Prout, as an 
architectural draughtsman, aimed at generalization rather than at 
that precise imitation which characterized foe well-trained pupils 
who were formed by Augustus Pugin. Yet he brought before us 
admirably, if with a degree of chic, foe general aspect of foe ruined 
buildings, foe churches and towns he so loved to paint; his art was 
that of foe period, and had little relation to foe precision required 
by foe new school. His reputation in his own day was greatly 
extended by his numerous publications; hut there is no doubt that 
foe brilliancy of his colouring, foe apparent ease and freedom of his 
execution, and foe largeness of his style, will always make his pictures 
sought for, and retain for them a place in foe folios of collectors. 

The De Wints, as their name imports, are of Dutch origin, and 
foe family had long been wealthy merchants in Amsterdam. Con- 
siderably more than a century ago, while the population of New 
York still consisted largely of foe descendants of Dutch settlers, one 
of foe De Wints left foe sleepy canals and slow counting-houses of 
Holland, to try his fortune among foe more active settlers of foe 
new country, and in foe young dty of New York, Henry De Wint, 
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the fether of the painter, was bom. He was the second son of a 
merchant of ample fortune, and in due time he was sent to Europe 
to study physic in the university of Leyden; there he took a doctor s 
degree and went to London to complete his medical education. His 
father had determined, on his return to New York, that he should 
marry his cousin, that the family wealth might continue with the 
name; but this was not to be; yotmg De Wint fell in love with an 
English lady of good family but no fortune, and married her at the 
age of twenty-one. The father, offended with the step, withdrew 
the allowance of 300 a year which he had hitherto paid his son, 
and never again saw the young physician. He received an injury 
shordy afterwards from the overturning of his carriage, and ied, 
leaving all his wealth to the eldest son. No doubt the struggle of the 
young couple was for a time severe; youth is no recommendation 
for a physician, nor was the matter improved by his being a foreigner. 
He fixed his residence in Staffordshire, where he gradually estab- 
lished himself in practice, and where he continued to reside until 
his death in May 1807. Peter De Wint the painter was the fourth 
son of the physician, and was bom on 21 January 1784. He was 
at fint intended for his father’s profession, but showing a great 
dislike to it as he grew up, and at the same time a great love for draw- 
ing, his father consented to his being an artist, and placed him, in 
1802, with John Raphael Smith, the pastellist and engraver. Here he 
met with a fellow pupil in William Hilton, the future historical 
painter, and a friendship was formed by the two lads that ended only 
with their Kves. About the year 1807 the two young men entered 
as students of the Royal Academy during the keepership of Fuseli; 
the one to follow history painting, to his Hfe-long cost and the 
disappointment of his best hopes; the other to practise landscape and 
to achieve competence and reputation from the new art of water- 
colour painting. In the year 1810 we find De Wint for the first 
time making his public appearance as an exhibitor. He sent three 
works to the Royal Academy, two being views in Staffordshire, 
and one in the neighbouring county of Derbyshire. 

The intimacy of the two students soon ripened into a closer con- 
nexion. De Wint visited the home of his friend. He found in Lincoln 
audits neighbourhood numberless subjects for his pencil: some of his 
best pictures are of the noble cathedral, towering high above the town, 
which nestles at its foot. Better still, he found in the only sister of his 
companion — the daughter of the clergyman — z congenial nature, 
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suited to the serious earnestness of his character; and in i8io. Miss 
Hilton became the wife of De Wint. The union was a happy one for 
all parties, but especially for Hilton. Years were to elapse ere history 
painting would afford an establishment for him; meanwhile, in his 
sister’s house he found a happy home. He only left it when his 
election to the keepership of the Royal Academy obliged him to 
reside there: and after his late marriage and the loss of his wife, he 
returned to die at his sister’s in Gower Street. 

In 1 8 10, De Wint became an exhibitor with the Society of Water- 
Colour Painters, and eventually a member of that body; and, though 
from time to time he sent a picture to the Royal Academy, he con- 
tributed for nearly forty years to the annual exhibitions of the Society. 
It is not to be supposed that De Wint’s course was without its trials 
and difficulties. His father’s death had occurred while the painter was 
yet a student. Marrying young, and at a time when art-purchasers 
were not so numerous as at present, he had to take to teaching — ^the 
usual resource of his brethren. This gradually introduced him to a 
wider circle: his pleasant manners and kindly nature made attached 
friends of those who had at first been pupils. He loved his art, par- 
ticularly that branch of it he had made his own. He loved to paint 
direct from nature, making sketches and studies for his more elaborate 
pictures: he was never so happy as when in the fields. The scenery o f 
his native country was so congenial to his taste, and his love of home 
so strong, that, except for a short visit to Normandy, he never left 
England. And after a happy life with those he loved, he died of 
disease of the heart on 30 June 1849, leaving a widow, to whom 
we are indebted for many of the above fiicts, and an only daughter. 
He was buried near his fiiend and brother-in-law, in the ground of 
the Royal Chapel in the Savoy; and his widow subsequently erected a 
handsome altar-tomb in Lincoln Cathedral to the memory of the two 
friends who loved each other in life, and in death were not divided. 

As an artist, De Wint formed a style of his own, sufficiently marked 
and distinct from his contemporaries to prove his originality. His art 
was neither realistic nor ideal; but he had a fine sense of colour, and 
truly appreciated the tints and harmonies of natural scenery. He was a 
very indifferent draughtsman, and had Htde executive handling. 
Thus, in his trees, the delicate forms against the sky, the intricate 
mystery of boughs, the multitudinous leafage are all merged into 
masses, yet, so locally true that we hardly regret the omission of 
details. The figures also wHch he introduces into his landscapes. 
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though well placed and effective as to light and shade, and as enhanc- 
ing points of colour leading the eye into the picture, are clumsy and 
feeble in their forms. He frequendy used a drawing paper with a 
coarse surface; pardy to give texture to his flat masses, pardy to 
hide his deficient handling, as well as for its value in giving the appear- 
ance of ftnkh with litde labour. From his habit of laying in his 
effect at once in broad, flat washes, his works have great fireshness 
and purity. He avoided those executive processes to which others 
resorted. He occasionally took out his high lights, but did not make 
liberal use of the process; when he did, the forms are still large and 
clumsy, and do not improve the haniling, but merely tell on the 
generd effect of the work. He rarely flattened his tints by stippling, 
though he occasionally resorted to broad hatchings in his skies. 
Like most of the artists of his period he objected to die use of white 
or of body colours in his works; though in some few instances we 
find his figures a litde forced into sharpness by touches of solid white, 
as on the catde of his picture of ‘Nottingham', in South Kensington 
Museum. He belonged to the middle period of water-colour art, to a 
school whose representatives have, alas, departed from amongst us. 

George Fennel Robson was the son of a wine-merchant of Durham, 
in which city he was bom in 1788. In early childhood he showed a 
power of imitation that seemed in the eyes of his fiiends to indicate 
the future artist. When only four or five years of age he made careful 
outlines from Bewick's woodcuts, and, as he grew in years, was fond 
of loitering in the company of any ajrtists who were attracted by 
the picturesque scenery of Durham; while in school hours he was 
apt to devote himself to miscellaneous sketching rather than to his 
tasks. His father, seeing the bent of the boy’s inclination, placed him 
forinstruction m drawing with a local teacher of the name of Harle, 
with whom his progress was so rapid that the teacher soon found 
himself distanced by the pupil. In the spring of 1805, the year of the 
first Water-Colour Exhibition, young Robson came to London 
with five pounds in his pocket, lent by his father to enable the lad 
to see the art and artists of the metropolis. Robson was so delighted 
with the works of Varley, Hills, Havell, Glover, and other of the 
exhibiting members of the society, that to rival them became his 
highest aim, and he decided to practise as a water-colour painter. 
He remained in London, and was so successful in the sale of his 
• drawings that he was- enabled to maintain himself, and at the end of 
“twdve- months to return the five pounds to his father.- - - 
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It may truly be said that Robson was a citizen of no mean dtyj he 
came to London with a portfoKo of sketches of his native place, as a 
part of his stock-in-trade. In 1808 he published a view of Durham, 
which was so successful as to afford him the means of making a 
journey in the Highlands of Scotland, the Grampians and the fine 
scenery of the Lake district, .laying up stores for future pictures, and 
studying nature under aU the varied aspects of mountainous districts. 
The climate of England is peculiarly suited to the landscape painter: 
the moisture of its atmosphere induces those hazy mists that give 
breadth and size to our mountains, diminutive as they are when 
compared with, those on the Continent. In the dear atmosphere of 
Italy and the East, hills, a day’s journey in advance, seem to the 
traveller as if close at hand; and the distant town, the monastery, or 
the ruin, have their sharp dear lines defined to his eye. But in our 
cloud-land, vapour, even in the daytime, interposes its blue veil 
between him and the distance; and as the sun declines, the hills — 
not hidden as are Alps and Apennines, by rounded spurs, the out- 
works of their range, but starting almost at once firom valley and 
plain—are shrouded with a dim mystery of purple haze that elevates 
them, and gives them the apparent magnitude of the mountains of 
other lands. The effect of the atmosphere of our climate Robson 
.diligendy studied, and it became one of the distinguishing features 
of his art. . 

In 1814 Robson was elected a member of the Water-Colour 
Society; and his works being much admired, they began to' be 
eagerly sought for by patrpns and collectors: in 1820 he was for one 
year president of the Society. After his election he was ever an 
active member, and in the years 1828, 1829, 1830, and 1831, con- 
tributed nearly two himdred works to the exhibition. In 1825, John 
Britton published Picturesque Views of English Cities, from water- 
colour paintings by Robson. Later than dus, it became the fasHon 
for ladies to have a scrap-book or album on the table of the boudoir. 
The Countess Demidoff while in Paris determmed to have a superb 
work of this’ ^d, and gave commissions to the principal French 
arti^ for skenies and studies. Mrs. Haldin^d, the wife of Ae 
London banker, followed in the same path; Robson was cnti^tedBy 
her with the selection of contributors, and the sum of ten guinea was 
' named as the limit for each painter’s work. This was thought lihe^, 
and it served to incr^c foe generd popxd^ty.o.f the art; it^y 
charming works being exccute4 for the album smd subseqij^ndy 
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exhibited. Years afterwards, when these books were broken up and 
the works dispersed, many of the sketches doubled and trebled their 
original value. 

Robson painted many pictures in Scotland, and at times worked in 
conjunction with Robert Hihs, the animal painter, painting the back- 
grounds and scenery to Hills’s animals. In the autumn of the year 
1833 the two made a Journey to Jersey, and after a short stay in that 
island, Robson took passage on board a Scottish smack for the north. 
He was landed in a distressing state of sickness at Stockton-on-Tees, 
and notwithstanding every care and attention, after a week’s illness, 
he died on 8 September 1833. A post-mortem examination faded to 
reveal the cause of his death. He himself in his last agonies declared 
that he was poisoned; and it was thought that his decease was to be 
attributed to his having, while on ship-board, eaten of food cooked 
in unclean copper vessels. 

William Henry Hunt was bom at 8 Old Belton Street, Long Acre, 
on 28 March 1790, the son of John and Judith Hunt, and was 
christened shortly afterwards in the church of St. Giles’s in the Fields. 
His father carried on the business of a tin-plate worker; but we have 
no record of the artist’s mother, of her influence on his childhood, or 
of the instruction which he received in his youth. Judging from his 
letters in later life, it must have been scanty; for though the matter 
of his correspondence is well expressed, it was said to be with diffi- 
culty, and after many corrections. 

When the time arrived for settling the future vocation of the lad, 
his own inclination was decidedly towards art, while his father is said 
to have been strenuously opposed to it. Whatever had been the boy’s 
education in other respects, he had certainly made some progress in 
art early, and must have had some encouragement from his parents 
in his pursuit of it; since we learn that his early friend, Mr. Linnell, 
who was intimate and worked with him at the time, possessed paint- 
ings by him made in the year 1805, months previous to his beginning 
regularly to learn art as a profession. 

When about sixteen years of age, young Hunt was bound appren- 
tice for seven years to John Varley,.then Hving at 15 Broad Street, 
Golden Square. In our account of water-colour painting, we have 
- already noticed Varley’s influence on the rising school. In his house. 
Hunt met with many fellow-students, among others, with Mulready, 
who no doubt contributed to Hunt’s future career by that example 
of careful and earnest study which has made his name so well known 
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in art; and, most probably by his advice, Hunt sought and obtained 
admission as a student of the Royal Academy in the year 1 808. 

Hunt must have made rapid progress under John Varley’s instruc- 
tion, since in 1807, when Htde more than seventeen years of age, three 
of his pictures, which appear to have been works in oil, were hung 
in the Exhibition of the Royal Academy; and he continued to exhibit 
there during several following years. Hunt became a visitor at 
Dr. Monro’s house in the Adelphi; followed, no doubt, die practice 
of the other painters who assembled there; and on the summer 
evenings, after their study at the Academy, in company with his 
friend Linnell, used to go forth to make those sketches whose pro- 
duction the doctor encouraged by his purchases of the young students, 
or to copy Gainsborough’s drawings, it is said, for the sum of one 
shilling and sixpence each. Doctor Monro, who saw young Hunt’s 
docility and talent, took him down to his house at Bushey, near 
Watford, to paint from nature under the doctor’s own instruction; 
who, we are told, did not hesitate to sponge out large portions of 
these sketches when their execution or colouring did not meet 
with his approval. Hunt often stayed with him for a month at a 
time, and was paid at the rate of 7s, 6d per diem for hds labours 
for the foHo of Monro. 

While sketching in the neighbourhood of Watford, the young 
student became known to the Earl of Essex, and was invited by him 
to paint some of the scenery of the park at Cassiobury. His name first 
appears in coimexion with the Water-Colour Society in 1814. In 
this year the society had nearly been broken up by a change in its 
objeas — ^its exhibition being opened to works in oil as well as in 
water-colours, and Hunt’s contributions as ‘fellow exhibitor* were 
most likely pictures in oil. In 1824, when the society had resumed its 
original character. Hunt was elected an associate, and in 1827 a 
full member of the body; and he continued to be a constant exhibitor 
with them to the last, one of his latest contributions being his own 
portrait. 

He was throughout his Hfe more or less of an invalid, and was never 
strong. For his health’s sake he resided many years at Hastings, and 
by great care he continued to live and paint until nearly his seventy- 
fifth birthday. Attending at the rooms of the society, to examine 
the paintings of the candidates for its membership, he caught a 
violent cold, which terminated in apoplexy, and caused his death 
on 10 February 1864. 
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The works of Hunt differ widely firom those of his contemporaries: 
they have a character of their own, and many qualities which place 
him as an artist, in his somewhat narrow range, on a level with the 
highest. He painted landscapes, figures, and, latterly, finit and 
flowers equally well. His great characteristics are perfect imitation, 
without littleness or mean details; truthful colouring, never over- 
charged, never meretricious; a remarkable power of rendering the 
effect of daylight on the surface of objects, giving each the greatest 
textural truth, and marking its distinctive quahties of absorption 
or reflection. His sense of daylight was equal to that of De Hooghe, 
with the greater truth that arises firom more luminous materials, 
Though a close imitator of nature, it was never without selection; and 
if he made no attempt to add those effects which give ideality or 
poetry to his subject, yet even his objects of still-life were raised 
almost to the dignity of fine art by the taste with which he 
rendered them. 

As a figure painter, Hunt drew passably well and rendered rustic 
nature with truth both of character and expression. If he is at times 
vulgar in his humour, and in the choice of his subjects, he at least 
avoids the vapid prettiness fiom poets and novelists, of the Stephanoffs 
or jhe sleek, mannered, china painted tableaux of Richter. There may 
be a smell of the bam or the stable, the atoma of the labourer’s cottage 
about his boys and bumpkins; but they are the children of the soil, the 
rustics of real life and not of the stage or the studio. Such are ‘The 
Attack’, a young lout sitting down to feast on a huge pie; ‘The 
Defeat’, the same youth overcome with food fast asleep, the almost 
emptied dish beside him. 

In the pictures of Hunt we find every variety of execution; from 
tinted drawings, such as those of the early water-colour painters, to 
the thorough adoption of the pigments and processes of the present 
school. In ‘A Boy with Goat’, in the South Kensington Museum, the 
colour is produced by tints coarsely hatched beside and over one 
another, the flesh finished by stippling, and the knife fi*eely used 
throughout to give texture to the various surfaces. In some parts 
advantage is taken of the roughness thus obtained to give texture by 
tinting over it. The hair of the goat is wholly made out by scratching 
up the paper with the knife. Very little body colour is used, and that 
merely to give absorbency to some of the surfaces; the work is well 
worth careful examination for the great effect obtained by the use of 
what would appear very incommensurate means. ‘The- Monk’, in 
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the same collection, shows the same handling, with a larger use of 
body colour, as in the high lights of the flesh, the cover of the book, 
etc. It is curious to notice, in parts of his picture of *The Brown 
Study’, how indifferent the painter was to the surface of his paper 
being kept intact; large portions in diis picture have been destroyed 
by changes and the very roughness made to assist the required eSect. 

In his last manner Hunt entirely left the transparent system of the 
founders of the society; his works of this period are wonders of colour 
and imitative execution, but they have not the excellence of his middle 
period. The man of true genius easily adapts himself to new pro- 
cesses: and his later works are purely works in body colours, for such 
is the modem practice as opposed to the past; works by our present 
school actually approach what in old times would have been called 
tempera painting. To the end Hunt worked on with litde apparent 
declme in his powers, little feebleness of eye or hand. The old painter 
continued to labour and to love his labour till the last 

We are obliged to pass over the names of many men whose works 
are creditable to the school and would claim place for them in dic- 
tionaries or in memoirs of artists, but who have not contributed 
sufficiently to the progress of art to have place in this work. Such were 
Frangois Louis Franda, Francis Stevens, James Holmes, John Byrne, 
and some others. Anthony Vandyke Copley Fielding, however, must 
be noticed here not only for his art, but also for his influence during 
many years as the president of the Water-Colour Society; and as the 
fashionable teacher of the day, whose pupils swelled the crowds who 
visited the exhibition and purchased the pictures from its walls. He 
was one of four sons of Nathan Theodore Fielding, an artist of con- 
siderable local reputation who resided near Halifax, painted in oil with 
the careful finish of Denner, and was much patronized by the gentry 
of Lancashire and Yorkshire. Copley, his second son, was bom in the 
year 1787, and showing in due time a liking for art, he received an 
early education from his father; who seems to have been more careful 
than most parents in instructing his children, since Theodore, Copley, 
Thales, and Newton, his four sons, were aU either artists by pro- 
fession or practised art with success. 

We are not informed at what period Copley left home, but early in 
the century he was placed with John Varley, and with his master and 
fellow-pupils, he was a constant visitor at Dr. Monro’s, and there 
formed those friendships which connected his future with water- 
colour art. Not that he neglected entirely the nobler medium of oil; 
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but his reputation wholly rests on his water-colour painting. 
Intending to follow landscape art, he refrained from the labour neces- 
sary to obtain admission as a student in the Royal Academy; hence 
the figures he introduces in his pictures do not reach beyond the usual 
properties of the landscape painter. lu 1806 Fielding married the 
sister of Mrs. Varley. In 1810 we find his name for the first time as an 
associated exhibitor of the Water-Colour Society, contributing five 
landscapes, and he continued to exhibit through all the changes of the 
society until his death. In 1818 he was treasurer, and in 1819 secretary 
of the society; and during this period, when the society was in some 
difficulty, he seems to have made great efforts to support the exhi- 
bition, sending in 1819 forty-six frames containing seventy-one 
paintings, and in 1820 forty-three frames with fifty-six paintings. 
Most of these must have been such as he executed in lessons before his 
pupils, works of slight merit which had perhaps better not have been 
exhibited. In 1831, on the resignation of Joshua Cristall, Fielding was 
elected president of the society; a position which he held until his death, 
which happened on 3 March 1855, in his sixty-eighth year. He was 
buried at Hove, near Brighton, where he had lived for many years. 

Ficldmg’s art also gradually suffered from his practice as a teacher. 
Obliged to make showy drawings before his pupils, and occasionally 
to indulge them vrith special ‘fireworks’, in the shape of rapid and 
dexterous execution, methods of obtaining texture and handling by 
working on wet paper, by breadiiig-out, or by the free use of the 
sponge; these manipulative tricks gradually became too apparent in his 
pictures, and individuality and truth are sometimes sacrificed to them. 

Space is one of the qualities Fielding obtained in his pictures; he 
delights in distances, extensive flats, and rofling downs. It is true that 
while space is often attained the result is emptiness. 

Fielding painted many marine pictures. From his long residence on 
the coast, constantly in presence of the ocean under every effect of 
calm and storm, some of these are among his best works. But they 
have too much of recipe in them; too much of that power of achieving 
at once a pleasant respectability which is so fatal to improvement. We 
have constantly the same alternations of sunlit sea with ranges of 
shade; the same ochrey sail contrasted with the spreading rain-cloud; 
varied and shifted in position, no doubt, in different pictures, but 
essentially the same. Though not wanting in truth, and agreeable and 
pleasant to the eye, his works rarely excite us with the feeling of any 
new combination or novel treatment of natural effects. 
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On the wholfe, it must be said that Fielding influenced the social 
status of art, rather than advanced it, by his own powers. His pictures 
show much talent, arising more firom his adoption of the progress 
made by others than from any large share of natural genius of his 
own. He was a man of kindly nature and gentlemanly manners, and 
promoted the interests of water-colour painting by his practice, 
though he did not advance the art. 

The art of George Cattermole (1800-1868) is more dramatic and pic- 
torial than really artistic, yet he was versatile in his powers and learned 
in costume, and his best figure subjects are full of vigour, and dash- 
ing in colour and effect. He became a full member of the Society of 
Painters in Water-Colours in 1833, and for the next few years pro- 
duced some of bis best works, such as ‘After the Sortie*, ‘Pilgrims at a 
Church Door*, ‘The Armourer Relating the Story of the Sword*, etc. 
In 1850 he withdrew firom the society. He received a first-dass gold 
medal for water-colour painting at the Paris Exhibition of 1855. He 
painted principally figures, and chose picturesque and romantic sub- 
jects, such as brigands, armed robbers, knights errant, and fair ladies. 
He had stored his mind with all the necessary material, and worked 
from memory without the intervention of a model, but with a 
facility of execution which gave great fireshness and vigour to his 
compositions. His figures are rather types of their class than possessed 
of any distinct individuality, and in his later work they incline to 
tameness. 

He very early adopted the use of white, and his pictures arc solid or 
semi-soUd throughout; his rich transparent colour he reserved solely 
for the draperies of his foreground figures. 

Louis Haghe (1806-1885) was another vigorous painter, combining 
figures with excellent interiors, especially of Flemish towns. He was 
by birth a Belgian, and painted with his left hand. He was for some 
years president of the Institute of Painters in Water-Colours. 

Edward Duncan (1803-1882) had a great reputation in his day. He 
was intended for an engraver, but soon abandoned ei^raving for 
painting. He became a full member of the Society of Painters in 
Water-Colours in 1849. His marine subjects are the more important of 
his works, and have a distinct fireshness and charm. He painted a good 
deal m transparent colour, but also used body colours in his lights. 

George John Pinwell, bom in London 26 December 1842, was a 
painter whose water-colour method may be said to have been entirely 
opaque. Ehs art was in some respects analogous to that of Walker. 
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He obtained his first reputation as a book-illustrator, and was 
decidedly a brilliant draughtsman. He was elected an associate of the 
Society of Painters in Water-Colours in 1869, and a full member two 
years later. In 1872 he exhibited the 'Pied Piper of Hamelin’, a com- 
position with many figures happily grouped, and very pure and 
delicate in colour. He was cut off prematurely by death at the early 
age of thirty-three, 8 September 1875. Had he lived longer he would 
probably have made for himself a name in art. 

In coming nearer to our own time, though many names occur to us 
of those who have more or less afiected the art of our day, want of 
space compels us to pass them over, while there are others who will 
doubtless extend the reputation of our water-colour school, who as 
they are still Kving are out of our sphere. It would seem almost 
invidious during their lifetime, when we consider the immense spread 
of water-colour art, to extol, at the expense of their brethren who are 
still with us, those artists who have been taken firom us, but in 1881 
there was removed firom our midst a truly original and poetical- 
minded painter, whose art has till now found no follower, though it 
must have influenced many, but without such a notice any work 
treating of a century of English art would indeed be incomplete; we 
mean the art of Samuel Palmer. 

His life was a long study of the varied aspects of nature, and having 
mast^ed aU imitative detail, and having a mind filled with the study 
of classic poetry, and deeply imbued with the noble imagery of the 
most classic of our English poets, Milton, he acquired the power of 
rendering nature in her grandest phases, and of painting her as she 
appeared to his original and learned mind. Palmer was bom at 
[Newington, 27 January 1805, and was educated at home. At the early 
age of fourteen he exhibited and sold his first oil picture at the 
British Institution. He became at this time known to John Linnell, 
who introduced him to Blake. Blake’s influence fell on a congenial 
soil, and Palmer ever acknowledged his deep obHgation to him, and 
spoke of him with the greatest veneration. Palmer drew fiom the 
'antique at the British Museum, where he had his life-long fiiend, 

_ George Richmond, R. A., for a companion, and his work was then 
- distinguished by its accuracy and elaborate finish. 

Always ddicate, Palmer soon after his first success in art went to 
.live at-Shoreham, in Kent, with his father, as his health required 
’ country -“air Of this time he ever afterwards spoke as one of deep 
/eiyoyiribit:and rapid ^growth.. He looked back to the sunsets of 
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Shoreham, its hollow lanes, and wondrous woods, its golden Iiarvests, 
its wealth of pastoral beauty, and glorious efiects of storm and dark- 
ness, as to a land of pure delight, investing its real natural beauty with 
a still more vivid glory culled from the wealth of his own imagina- 
tion. In 1839 he married the eldest daughter of his friend John Linnell, 
who was herself an artist, and went with his wife and the Richmonds 
to spend two years in Italy, a time of hard and untiring study, and of 
rich artistic development, which coloured the rest of his life. On his 
return he setded in Marylebone, and painted mostly in oiL His pic- 
tures in that medium were very truthful and careful, but not boldly 
conceived. In 1842 he made his last appearance at the Royal Academy, 
for the next year he was elected an associate of the Old Society of 
Painters in Water-Colours, and from this time painted entirely in 
water-colour. 

Palmer took infinite pains in the preparation of his pigments, and 
would use several palettes in order that he might not be tempted to 
mix those colours together which did not properly assort, or whose 
juxtaposition might lead to serious consequences. It is therefore more 
than probable that his pictures, brilliant as is their colour, wdl stand 
well, for Palmer left out no step in the proceeding, and he was equally 
anxious in the preparation of the cardboard on which he painted. 

In 1848 he removed to Kensington, where, besides pursuing his art, 
he gave lessons in drawing to schools and private pupils. The death 
of a little daughter had induced him to leave Marylebone for Ken- 
sington, and in 1861 a still sadder cause, the death of a son of great 
promise, made him leave Kensington for Reigate, in which place he 
hved till his death. His younger and sole surviving son, A. Herbert 
Palmer, has written a most interesting memoir of his father, con- 
taining also a list of his works and an account ofhis method of painting 
which is. of the greatest technical value. We recommend it, too, to 
those of our readers who are anxious for more details of a highly 
intellectual, simple and noble life, devoted to art, literature and music. 
Unfortunately our space only allows us to comment on the work of a 
painter, and not upon his domestic life. 

Palmer's early water-colour paintings are, we think, perhaps more 
like his oil pictures, that is to say more conventional and less lustrous 
than his later work. As his art grew, so did his power of design, his 
love of mystery in landscape art, his feeling of tone, and his delight in 
fla7!?:1ing effects of brilliant sunlight. ‘ St. Paul landi ng in Italy’, in 
1850; ‘The Dell of Comus*, 1855; and ‘The Brothers Discovering 
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the Palace and Bower of Comus’, 1 856, are among the finest works of 
his transition stage, but his art culminated in the noble series of 
eight water-colours illustrating Milton^s V Allegro, and II Penseroso, 
which he painted for Mr. L. Valpy. Palmer’s etchings, too, are gems 
of imaginative art. These harmonious renderings of light and shade 
carry out even in black and white his fine sense of colour. He was a 
member of the Etching Club, and during the last years of his life 
worked upon a series of etchings to illustrate Virgil’s Eclogues, trans- 
lated by himself, which have been finis hed and published by his son. 
He became a full member of the Water-Colour Society in 1854. 

Palmer retained his old traditions and rarely used body colour in his 
later water-colours, he kept his highest lights of the pure white of his 
paper; indeed, if he wished for a sparkling light in his foreground, he 
would cut it out with his knife. He loved to paint light, and it has 
been objected to his art that he was too much devoted to subjects 
involving the representation of the sun and moon. In preparing his 
cardboard for work, he would give it a slight wash of Chinese white 
with perhaps a little cadmium to obtain a warm ivory tint, on this he 
drew in m red chalk. A swan quill was with him a very favourite tool, 
and he used it firequently during the progress of the picture. Though a 
most conscientious painter, his art was entirely firee from ‘niggle’, 
and had a grandeur and style of its own. He made designs for each 
picture both m charcoal and pen and ink, and used to speak highly of 
the tone he could produce with simple writing ink. He had a great 
appreciation and love for Claude’s pictures, and had been an attentive 
student of the old masters. 

Palmer was always a great sufferer after his return firom Italy firom 
spasmodic asthma, and during the last years of his life he was very 
much confined to the house, and endured many severe attacks of 
illness. He died 24 May 1881, and was buried in Reigate Churchyard. 
He was a most delightful companion, abounding in humour, and 
rich in anecdote, proceeding firom a mind stored with interesting 
knowledge. He was a fine reader, and in his youth was very musical. 
The Fine Art Society held an exhibition of his works after his death, 
by which, as Sir Frederick Burton well observed, ‘the present genera- 
tion had an opportunity of showing their own worth, by their 
appreciation of his’. 
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INSTITUTIONS AFFECTING THE SPREAD 
OF ART 

In tracing the progress of the arts, we have noted the formation of 
various societies for their promotion; both by the King, by the artists 
themselves, and by amateurs and patrons of art. Two other institu- 
tions connected with the spread of art yet demand notice at our hands. 

When the long period of almost universal war had ended, and a 
general peace had restored the finances of our country and increased 
the wealth of individuals, our countrymen, always the most prone to 
travel, resorted in great numbers to the Continent. In all tic great 
cities of Europe they found, not only museums of works of art, but 
picture galleries containing the easel pictures of the great masters, 
fireely opened for the instruction of their artists, and the use and 
pleasure of the public. Returning, they noted that our artists, our 
public, had no such advantages, and they the less wondered that our 
country enjoyed no reputation on the Continent for the talent of its 
artists, or the taste of its manufactures. The public taste wanted culti- 
vating to appreciate works of higher art and nobler aim, and to create 
a desire for manufiictures decorated with less pretence and more 
refibiement. This feeling, which arose among the more travelled and 
educated, rapidly spread through all classes. Public opinion, gradually 
awakened, influenced the Government of that day, and when, on 
the death of John Julius Angerstein, his collection was for sale, the 
opportunity was taken, by its purchase in 1824, to begin a National 
Gallery of Pictures. 

The Angerstein collection contained many very choice works, and 
since it became the property of the nation, it has been gradually added 
to by gift and by purchase; it has been of great benefit to art, a source 
of great instruction to the public, and the pictures, especially by 
masters of the Italian school, have been increased to form a collection 
of which the nation may be jusdy proud. For many years British art 
found no real place in the collection. Mr. Womum tells us in his 
catalogue that ‘ up to the year 1 847, nearly a quarter of a century aJfter 
its foundation, the National Gallery contained only forty-one pictures 
of the British school,’ mostly the irregular gilts of individuals. 
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About the year 1823, the Water-Colour Society having ceased 
to admit oil paintings, as it had done for a short time, and closed 
its doors against every one but its own members; and the spring 
exhibition of the British Institution, as managed by lay directors, 
being unsatisfactory to the profession, while the number of painters 
had much increased, the time seemed ripe for change, and a number of 
artists met together to form another society to promote the better 
exhibition of their works. Preliminaries having been discussed, 
premises were secured and suitable galleries erected in Suffolk Street, 
Pall Mall East; and in 1824 the new ‘Society of British Artists* 
opened its first annual exhibition. 

On the first opening the new galleries contained 754 works by two 
hundred and fifty-six exhibitors. A plan somewhat analogous to that 
of the British Institution was adopted to provide funds for the new 
society. Donations were sought for, and annual subscriptions, while 
sums were requested on loan at five per cent, with contingent advan- 
tages of admittance to the exhibitions. Among the first members of 
the society were some men already eminent, and others who soon 
became so. Thomas Heaphy, of whom we have already given a 
memoir, was the first president; Hofland, the landscape painter, the 
first vice-president, while the list also contained the names of J. Glover, 
P. Nasmyth, D. Roberts, C. Stanfield, and J. Wilson the marine 
painter. Among the contributors to the first exhibition (beside the 
above) are Haydon and his pupil G. Lance; John Martin, and E. V. 
Rippingille; together with six others who subsequently became 
members of the Royal Academy. 

It seems to have been the principle of the British Institution at its 
first formation to change its officers annually, if with occasional 
re-elections. The new society had to contend with a difficulty to which 
the founders of the Water-Colour Society had not been subjected. 
They had no speciality, the scheme of their exhibition was only 
supplemental to that of the Academy, and it was inevitable that the 
older institution should offer attractions to painters of talent that 
would make them at times unfaithful to their first engagements. As 
its members rose into distinction, some of them left the society to 
seek admission into the Royal Academy. Stanfield and Roberts paid a 
pecuniary fine, and seceded. In 1841, a charter of incorporation was 
obtained ftom the Crown, and shortly after, in 1847, schools were 
opened for the study of art. In 1848, the society announced that 100 
students had entered, and that the schools were well attended: this 
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congratulatory notice was repeated in 1849; but the Academy schools 
retained their old prestige, and the new school of design at Somerset 
House attracted all those who found diffi culty in obtaining admission 
at Trafilgar Square, so that after 1849 the schools of the society were 
closed. But while some of the members seceded from the body, and 
many of those who were only exhibitors were led there rather by 
interest than by gratitude, there were still those who remained staunch 
to their membership. Still the Society of British Artists, though it has 
not always prospered, has outlived one or two other attempts at 
active competition, and, as managed entirely by artists and in the 
interests of art, we trust that it has obtained a footing, which for the 
future will ensure its prosperity and success. 

We have already written of some of those who were connected with 
the early history of the society; of Heaphy and Glover, in our account 
of the Water-Colour School; of Martin and Haydon, of Nasmyth 
and Roberts. Hofland, one of the first presidents, deserves some notice 
as a successful landscape painter; John Wilson, as a painter of marine 
pictures; George Lance, the pupil of Haydon, as a constant exhibitor 
for the first ten years of the society’s existence, after which, as rather a 
favourite with the direaors of the Institution, and usually finding his 
pictures well hung on the walls of the Academy, he ceased to be an 
exhibitor with the Society of British Artists. 

Thomas Christopher Hofland was bom at Worksop, in Nottingham- 
shire, on Christmas Day, 1777, the only son of a cotton manufiicturer. 
The father removed to London in 1780, and, after struggling some 
years in his business, eventually failed just as his son had attained his 
nineteenth year. Young Hofland had now to settle upon some occu- 
pation for Hfe, and he devoted himself to landscape painting. Beyond 
a few lessons from Rathbone he had to struggle on unassisted, and to 
obtain knowledge as he best could, by examining such pictures as 
came in his way. Like most other young artists in the branch he had 
chosen, his chief dependence for subsistence was on teaching; but in 
1799 we find him for the first time in the Academy catalogue. 

In the early part of tie present century, when our land was con- 
tinually threatened with the French invasion, men of all ranks and all 
ages enrolled themselves as volimteers, and young Hofland joined the 
I^g’s Own Company at Kew. The Eling took much pride in the 
loyalty displayed by his people, and frequendy reviewed his volun- 
teers. Hofland had Ae good fortune to attract his particular attention 
as fugleman of the corps, and was employed to make drawmgs of the 
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rare plants in the collection at Kew, the King also seeking to promote 
the painter^s interests in other quarters; but illness frustrated His 
'Majesty’s kind intention. 

An opening for a teacher of drawing at Derby led Hofland to settle 
there for a time. After livmg there several years, he came up to town 
to take the opportunity of copying some landscapes by the old 
masters at the British Institution. His love of art influenced him to 
remain, and he settled in London at the dose of i8ii. He was very 
successful as a copyist, finding ready purchasers for his repetitions of 
Claude, Wilson, Poussin, and Gainsborough. He painted a large 
landscape, ‘A Storm off the Coast of Scarborough’, obtained a 
premium of loo guineas for it fiom the British Institution, and sold it 
to the Marquis of Stafford. His smaller pictures of lake scenery, 
founded on the studies he had made, were admired and purchased, 
and he became established in reputation as a landscape painter. 

With a view to his art, he removed in i8i6 to Twickenham, and 
was employed to paint a series of pictures for the Duke of Marl- 
borough of his estate of White Knights, to which work he devoted 
several years. He became responsible to the engraver employed to 
engrave these pictures, and disputes axisit^, the painter was exposed to 
cruel disappointment and heavy loss, through confiding in the duke’s 
promises. Hence he was obliged to return to London, and to renew 
his engagement as a teacher; occupying his spare time in painting, and 
producing at this period some of his best pictures, among others, ‘A 
View of Lake Windermere’, purchased by Lord Durham, and which 
was exhibited in the International Exhibition of 1862. We have 
already seen that he was a promoter of the Society of British Artists, 
and one of the first members. From the time of its foundation until 
his death he remained true to the society, and was a regular exhibitor 
at Suffolk Street. In his sixty-third year he was enabled by a com- 
mission fiom that true firiend of art and artists, the late Earl of 
Egremont, to fulfil a long-cherished wish to visit Italy. He reached 
Naples, made many sketches at Pompeii, and other spots, but on his 
return was seized with a fever at Florence, and reached home with his 
health thoroughly broken up. He lingered about two years, and 
journeying to take the advice ofDr. Jephson, died at Leamington, of 
a cancer m the stomach, on 3 January 1 843 . His widow, who obtained 
some celebrity as a writer, did not long survive him. To the Suffolk 
Street exhibition of the year he died, he contributed three pictures. 
Singularly enough the last in the catalogue is the same subject as that 
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by which he made his fame, No. 480, ‘A Storm off the Coast of 
Scarborough' ; it was not quite finished, and was accompanied by a 
very appropriate line, * Here the last touches fell firom Hofl^d's hand*. 

Hofland’s landscapes were not of the imitative or realistic school. 
They are mosdy studied compositions; he aimed, at least, at treating 
nature under a poetical aspect and divested of commonplace. But the 
tone he adopted throughout gave great monotony to his works; 
while his handling wanted variety, his surface lacked texture, and' the 
softness with which the parts too often melted into one another, added 
to the prevailing want of colour, gave a feehng of insipidity to his 
pictures. As a painter he never rose to the first rank, since propriety 
rather than genius was his great characteristic. 

Jpktt Wilson W2S another of the original members of the society who 
remained true to the institution, and continued to exhibit there to the 
last. He was bom at Ayr on 13 August 1774, and like his countryman 
and friend Roberts, was, in his fourteenth year, apprenticed to a house 
painter and decorator. He served his master, Mr. John Norie of 
Edinburgh, duly and truly, and attained at least a knowledge of the 
processes of painting as adapted to larger surfaces than the usual 
canvas piaures of the artist; this knowledge he afterwards found 
highly useful, when, as an artist, he gained employment in the scene- 
loft of our London theatres. "When he left Mr. Norie he took a few 
lessons in oil painting from the elder Mr. Smith, which were his only 
direct art-teaching. From Edinburgh he turned his steps northward, 
and for more than two years he resided in Montrose, practising 
as a drawing-master. But the prospect of wealth and fame which 
London holds out would not allow him to remain satisfied with 
such unimproving drudgery. He journeyed to the metropolis, and 
soon found an engagement as a scene painter at Asdey’s Theatre 
in the Lambeth Road. 

In 1807, we find his name for the first time as an exhibitor at the 
Royal Academy. In i8io Wilson married, and was fortunate m his 
choice. Of a genial nature himself, fond of the society of his fiiends 
and coimtrymen, his married life was a happy one while it lasted; 
Wilson having survived his wife more than twenty-four years. In 
1813, the painter exhibited at the British Institution, ‘The Aqueduct 
on the Kelvin near Glasgow’, and was afterwards a frequent exhibitor; 
in 1826 the directors awarded him ^100 for a sketch for the ‘ Battle of 
Trafalgar*, which he had exhibited in response to a prize offered by 
the institution. We have seen that he was one of the prime movers in 
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founding the Society of British Artists, and after the formation of 
the institution he continued to be a constant contributor to their 
exhibitions. 

During the latter years of his life he lived at Folkestone, where he 
was constantly within view of the ever-changing sea, whose moods 
and motions were his constant study; there he died on 29 April 1855, 
having contributed to the exhibition of that year five pictures; thus he 
laboured on his beloved art to the last. Wilson* s education as a 
decorator did him good service when he turned to scene painting, and 
his qualities as a scene painter pervaded his easel pictures. They are 
bold, free, and unlaboured. The pictorial feehng was strong in him; 
his works want refinement of execution and are not very varied in 
range, but they present themselves agreeably to the eye, and render 
nature vigorously and with rude truth. 

George Lance, the painter of still-life, was bom on 24 March 1802, 
at the old manor-house of Little Easton, in Essex. His father, who had 
previously been an officer in a regiment of light horse, was, at the 
time of young Lance’s birth, an adjutant in the Essex Yeomanry. A 
handsome young man and a soldier, he won the heart of his future" 
wife while she was yet at boarding-school, and used to relate that 
he eloped with her from one of the school windows. She was the 
daughter of Colonel Constable, of Beverley, in Yorkshire, and if the 
match was a hasty one, she made a good wife and mother. The elder 
Lance afterwards held for many years the office of inspector of the 
horse patrol, who were so useful in ridding the environs of London 
of the daring highwaymen and footpads in that day infesting the 
roads leading to town. As young Lance grew towards manhooi his 
parents determined to bring him up as a manufacturer, and placed him 
with some relations at Leeds; but the boy, who in youth had loved 
picture-books in preference to all others, had a great distaste for his 
new labours, and his fidends soon perceived that they were not suited 
to him. He was allowed to return to London, and soon found a pro- 
fession for himself. Walking through the British Museum, where 
young artists were then, as now, permitted to copy from the marbles, 
he was struck with the work of one who had written on his study, 
pupil of B. R. Haydon*. Lance mustered up courage to ask him if 
Mr. Haydon would take other pupils. It was Charles Landseer whom 
he thus fortuitously addressed, and he told him he. had better make 
the inquiry of Hay don himself Thither, full of trepidation, the young 
painter took hii? way, and admitted to the presence, of the historical 
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painter, faltered forth, the question, ‘I am anxious to become an 
artist, and want to be one of your pupils — am come to ask your 
terms’. ‘Terms, my little fellow,’ answered the impetuous but 
generous painter, ‘when I take pupils, I never look at the fiithers’ 
purses; bring me some of your works, and if I think they promise 
success, I will take you for nothing,’ and Haydon did become his 
master, and under him, and as a student in the Royal Academy, he 
learnt his art. 

The adoption of his future walk in art was the result of an accident. 
Being set to paint some still-life as a means of improving his execu- 
tion, the work was good enough to find a purchaser in Sir George 
Beaumont; other patrons gave like commissions, and the young 
artist, finding the work profitable, was gradually confirmed as a 
painter of still-life. In this class of art Lance was for a long time 
unrivalled, not only for truthful imitation of fruits, foliage, flowers, 
and all the varied accessories of vessels of glass, rich plate and 
draperies, with which they are grouped; but for most delicate 
execution and pleasing arrangement. To these qualities he added 
a strong feeling for colour, yet at times verging on meretricious 
vividness. His renderings of dead game and birds of rare plumage 
have rarely been excelled in-any school. In his picture of ‘Melanch- 
thon’s First Misgivings of Rome’, wherein a young monk, painted 
^f the size of life, regards with pain the sensuality of an elder brother 
sleeping off the effects of his attack on the banquet beside him; and 
‘The Seneschal’, executed to fill one of the compartments ki the 
dining-room at Somerleyton, he has shown powers of higher order 
than those of a mere painter of still-life. He died on i8 June 1864, 
at Sunnyside, near Birkenhead. 

His pupil, William Duffield, died before him — died just as he was 
developing eyen higher powers than his teacher. Bom at Bath, he 
entered the schools of the Royal Academy, and afterwards studied his 
art under George Lance. As he advanced, he gradually adopted a 
larger manner than his teacher. Of this, his last exhibited picture, a 
‘Swan and Peacock’, at the British Institution in 1865 (the back- 
ground painted by his fiiend and feUow-pupil, Gilbert), is a good 
example, aad is a work of great merit. Lying right across the front of 
the picture is a dead peacock, his head resting on the snowy bosom of 
a swan. The contrast between white and colour, light and dark, is 
most artistically treated without the appearance of artifice. The colour 
and tone are good, the execution excellent in finish, yet without the 

Q 
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sense of tedious labour. Gilbert’s share in the work, which is wholly 
confined, to the background, is well defined, and is happily suited to 
support that of his fiiend. Dufiield died on 3 September 1863, in his 
forty-sixth year. He owed his last illness to the earnest pursuit of his 
profession. He was painting a dead stag, which remained in his studio 
for that purpose until it became extremely decayed. Unfortunately 
the painter, from a prior illness, had lost his sense of smell, and in the 
absence of the organization given to warn us of the presence of miasma 
he continued to work unconscious of the danger, until the infection 
took place which caused his death. 



Portrait of Henry Fuseli. From a Lithograph by F. C. Lewis. 


CHAPTER XXXIV 


FRESCO-PAINTING AND STATE PATRONAGE 

In a previous chapter we have traced the attempts made by the lay 
directors of the British Institution to foster and promote art in 
England. The first attempt of the State to patronize art was the 
employment of our sculptors to commemorate, the heroes of the 
French revolutionary war, by the erection of pubhc monuments in 
St. Paulas Cathedral and Westminster Abbey; but the great and 
primary object really was to distinguish the brave soldiers who had 
fallen, irrespective of any scheme for the advancement of art. There 
was litde difficulty in giving commissions to our most eminent 
sculptors, and appointing places for their works in our two great 
national mausoleums; and having done this, the pubhc purse-strings 
were again drawn tight, and art audits interests were overlooked and 
forgotten. 

'^en one evening in October 1851. the Houses 6f Parliament 
burst into flames, and the trusty porter of the Royal Academy thus 
aimounced the event to the students m the hbrary — ‘Now, gende- 
men; now, you young architects, there’s a fine chance for you; the 
Parliament House is all afire’, he only expressed what soon became 
the received public opinion. The extensive destruction caused by the 
fire was looked upon by all as affording a large opportunity for the 
development of native art by State patronage; and accordingly, when 
Sir Charles Barry’s great design began to assume completeness in 
its magnificent proportions, the House of Commons (on the motion 
of Mr. Benjamin Hawes, an independent member), without explana- 
tion or discussion, appointed, in April 1841, ‘a select committee 
to take into consideration the promotion of the fine arts of this 
country in connection with the rebuilding of the Houses of Parlia- 
ment’. This committee sat nine times; they examined Sir Charles 
Barry (then Mr. Barry), Sir Martin Archer Shee, president of the 
Royal Academy, William Dyce, the superintendent of the Govern- 
ment School of Design, Sir Charles Easdake (then Mr.* Easdake), 
Mr. Fradelle, an artist, and two or three wdl-known amateurs. 

The committee had not time to consider the plan by which the 
great national work they inquired into should be carried out, but 
they thought that a Royal Commission might be appointed, and that 
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the advice and assistance of persons who were competent from their 
knowledge of art and their acquaintance with great public works, both 
at home and abroad, should be called in to propose, in conjunction 
with the architect, the most effectual means of attaining the chief 
object aimed at — the encouragement of the fine arts of the country. 
The pattern presented to the committee by the dilettanti was Mumch. 
Fresco-painting which had been revived there, was to be introduced 
and naturalized here, and the committee recommended it for adop- 
tion. Yet they did so quite unsupported by the distinguished artists 
whose opinions they had sought. Easdake, in fact, saw from the 
first the necessity, if fresco were to be used, of adopting the atelier 
system, a plan which has never found favour among the artists of 
the English school. 

When the new Parliament met. Sir Robert Peel, then prime 
minister, stated that, instead of reappointing a select committee, he 
purposed to recommend die appointment of a Royal Commission 
for the completion of the inquiry; and no time was lost. Her Majesty’s 
commission was opened in November 1841. It comprised twenty- 
one members, none of them artists except Easdake who acted as 
secretary. < 

Expectation was on tip-toe, and it was soon gratified. Within six 
months the commissioners made their first report. They, of coursej, 
expressed their opinion, echoing the words of their commission, 
‘that it would be expedient that advantage should be taken of the 
rebuilding of the Houses of Parliament, for the purpose of promoting 
and encouraging the fine arts of the United Kingdom’. And then 
with regard to the employment of fresco, they cautiously say, ‘They 
have not yet been able to satisfy theiriselves that the art of fresco- 
pahiting has hitherto been sufficiendy cultivated in this country to 
justify them in recommending that it should be so employed; and 
in order to assist them in forming a judgement, they proposed that 
artists should be invited to enter into a competition by cartoons’; 
and they announced premiums chiefly, but not exclusively, in 
reference to fresco; explaining that oil painting and sculpture would 
receive further consideration. The conditions of competition were 
appended fo the report. The premiums offered were three of 
each, three of £200 each, and five of ^100 each. The time named 
for the reception of the works was the first week in May 1 843 . There 
was also appended, among other matter, a valuable report by the 
secretary, in which it was argued that high art is best displayed in 



large works; that large paintings have not met with encouragement 
from private patronage; and that fresco is the best material for the 
display of high art on a grand scale. 

Our artists had long admired the fresco works of the great Italian 
painters, wliich were well known to them; but they had not thought 
fresco suited to the quaKties in which they excelled, or to the express- 
sion of their art; though some exceptional attempts had been made 
by them. While nothing could be more fbrd^ than fresco to the 
art which Wilkie practised, its merits and advantages were well 
understood and described by him. 

The commission had adopted the principle of competition; but that 
system in art has, we fear, been generally prejudicial. We believe that 
the true mode of obtaining a good work of art is to select the artist of 
the highest acknowledged ability, and, after explaining fully the 
object desired, to leave the work as much as possible to his unfettered 
judgement and skill; relying rather upon his reputation, which is at 
stake, than upon the conflicting opinions, and, too frequently, the 
crude notions of a committee. Their powers would be sufficdendy 
exercised in the selection of the artist whose talent most specially 
fits him for the production of the particular work they contemplate. 

But to return. In July 184.3, the commissioners made their second 
report. They stated that the competition, in cartoons, had taken place, 
‘and that they are satisfied with the evidence of abilit7 afforded', and 
they add, ‘we now propose, in pursuance of the plan before an- 
nounced by us, to invite artists to exhibit specimens of fresco- 
painting of a moderate size, which, by beir^ portable, will enable all 
candidates for employment in that method of painting to send in 
works exhibiting their qualifications therein as painters and colourists, 
and which, taken together with their larger compositions in drawing 
which they have exhibited or may exhibit, and with other existing 
evidences of their talents, may enable us to proceed to the selection of 
artists for the decoration in fresco of certain portions of the palace*. 
To this second invitation many of the artists again responded, and 
a second exhibition of their works took place in Westminster Hall 
in the summer of 1844.. Omitting sculpture, which is outside the 
scope of our work, we find that eighty-four works were contri- 
buted by fifiy-six painters. They were chiefly by young artists rising 
into note; and by men who had been long known for their large 
historic compositions, which they had not found a public to appre- 
ciate; with some few crude attempts by men hitherto unknown. 
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The commissioners were again ‘satisfied*. In their third report, 
dated 9 July 1844, they state: ‘We propose to commission six 
artists, selected by us from among the present exhibitors in West- 
minster Hall, to furnish des^ns, coloured sketches, and specimens of 
fiesco-painting, for certain subjects proposed by us to be executed 
in the House of Lords, at the same time not binding ourselves to 
employ such artists finally*. 

The commissioners had already allured the profession into two 
competitive displays of their works. First, of cartoons drawn to a 
large scale, and necessarily involving the cost, not only of much 
thought and labour, but also of models — always a serious expense to 
the young artist. Secondly, of specimens of fiesco-painting — a new 
material requiring some experimental practice, and, while attended 
by expense, leading men aside fiom the direct pursuit of their own 
art, the promptings of their own imaginings. Yet, after these labours 
and trials, the commissioners proposed, not to select the painters for 
employment on the great works in the expectation of which they 
had been stimulated to make such costly efforts, but to select six, and 
to require these fortunate men to furnish cartoon-designs, specimens 
of fiesco-painting, etc., and still to undergo another ordeal, for the 
commissioners ‘ did not bind themselves to employ such artists finally* , 
and, in faa, did not. 

It was not tiU after four years’ gestation that among the competitors 
the commissioners resolved that one fresco — the ‘Baptism of St. 
Ethelbert *, by William Dyce—should be completed; and they deferred 
for one year, tiU June 1847, the competition for oil painting. 

Thus Her Majesty’s commissioners were appointed in 1841, and 
were commanded to report to the Queen ‘ the mode in which, by 
means of the interior decoration of the palace of Westminster, the fine 
arts of this country can be most effectuaUy encouraged’; the sole 
object of the commission was assuredly the encouragement of the fine 
arts, the decoration of the Houses of Parliament as surely only the 
means to that end; yet in 1846, after five years of sittings and dehbera- 
tions. Her Majesty’s commissioners were only able to report that one 
painting was finished and three others commissioned. Dire and bitter 
disappointment was experienced — disappointment founded on just 
expectations unfulfiUed. 

In the interval, the works of the painters in oil, invited by the 
commissioners in 1845, were received and exhibited in Westminster 
HaU; forming the fourth competitive exhibition. The oil medium 



was the practice of the English school, and many artists had lain by to 
make their powers known in this long-promised competition; and, 
stimulated by the national work before them, which all hoped to 
share, the profession once more with unchilled enthusiasm, though 
with abated confidence, submitted their works. We are not told how 
many were rejected — ^for the commissionen reserved this right — ^but 
the catalogue shows that 124 paintings by 103 painters ‘were deemed 
by the commissioners to possess sufficient merit to entitle them to the 
privilege^ of exhibition. 

The paintings were, with few exceptions, of unusually large size; 
the canvases averaging more than 100 square feet, but many exceeding 
twice that size. The competitors were chiefly ambitious your^ and 
rising men; but there were several of the elder men well known in 
the profession, and among them, this time, two members of the 
Royal Academy. Then followed the commissioners* judgement in 
their seventh report, dated July 1847. The nine premiums of 3^300 
were awarded to nine of the competing exhibitors by a committee 
of three members of the commission, with whom were associated 
three Royal Academicians; and the commissioners announced that 
they were desirous that some of the paintings should be preserved 
to the nation. 

We believe that the proceeds of the exhibition, 3(^1,300,^ were 
devoted to the purchase of four of the works. This seems but a poor 
return or encouragement for all the labour and all the ouday of time 
and money that the competitors had expended upon their pictures. 

In their eighth report, September 1848, they stam that three more 
firescoes in the House of Lords are to be executed, and they announce 
the employment of William Dyce, R.A., to decorate the Queen’s 
Robing-room with the ‘Legend of King Arthur*; having stipulated 
that he should receive 3(^800 a year for six years, within which time 
the work (which his death in 1864 left unfinished) should be com- 
pleted; and further, that they had authorized four artists, whose 
designs they had approved, to begin their frescoes in the Upper 
Waiting Hall. These frescoes, illustrations of our great poets, are, 
alas! at the time we write, complete wrecks! A lapse of eighteen 
months ensued before the next report. It was dated in March 
1850, and proclaimed the completion of the two remaining frescoes 
in the House of Lords; it said they were highly satisfactory, and 
indicated increased skill on the part of the artists in the management 
of the material: it also announced the completion of the four smaller 
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fresco^ in the Upper Waiting Hall. The commissioners, moreover, 
had selected Sir Edwin Landseer, R.A., to paint in oil three subjects 
conneaed with the chase, for the three compartments of the Peers’ 
Refreshment Room, naming ^1,500 for the three paintings: a price 
which proved that the painter s motives in accepting it were far 
other than pecuniary ones. 

The expectations with which the first proposal to promote art and 
to decorate a palace for the Legislature had been received could 
hardly have been satisfied; but they had long since been chilled by 
protracted delays, followed by small performances; while the pro- 
fession had been wearied out by fruitless competitions and contests. 
It was as difficult to understand the proceedings as the objects and 
iiims of the commission. 

In the four frescoes completed, the artists, with probably one 
exception, had not succeeded in adapting their art to the peculiar 
conchtions demanded in fresco decorations.They had been told, in the 
admirable reports by the secretary, that imperfect light requires 
magnitude and simplicity of parts, that distinctness may be attained 
by light and shade, form or colour; but they had missed these 
essential qualities, the principal figure in one being absolutely invisi- 
ble; and they had failed to attain that dignity and repose which belong 
to fresco, and that subordination and symmetry of composition 
which arc indispensable when the painter’s art is employed in the 
decoration of the architect’s. It is true that the painters had to contend 
with insuperable difficulties. The situations selected for them by the 
commissioners were quite unsuited to the proper display of high art 
in any medium. The three paintings opposite the throne are so deeply 
recessed that they are seen as in a dark hole, and with the three oppo- 
site to them, have to contend against a side light, admitted on their 
level, and through richly stained glass; and they also suffer from the 
great absence of repose, arising from the extensive employment of 
colour-gilding throughout the forms in the general decoration of the 
chamber. Tapestry would have been a far more suitable decoration. 
These works are at the time we write in a sad state arising from 
neglect, decay and dirt. 

Meanwhile the public lost patience; they thought that htde had 
been donci and that litde unsuccessfully, and the failure of the whole 
scheme was already predicted. The House of Commons had, in the 
previous session, with grumbling and grudging, voted the sums asked 
for by the commission. They were irritated with the absence of 



responsible control over the moneys when voted, and dissatisfied with 
the work they had got for their money; upon which they turned very 
critical, and when the Government asked the sum of £1,500 to pay 
for the three oil-paintings by Sir Edwin Landseer, the House by an 
adverse vote, while expressing the highest estimation for the artist's 
talent, made him the scapegoat, and struck that amount out of the 
estimates. This was a very plain expression of want of confidence in 
Her Majesty's commissioners, and a rude check to their proceedings. 
They had till this reported their doings yearly, but now above four 
years elapsed before another report appeared. Their tenth report was 
dated July 1854, and announced the completion of eight frescoes in 
theUpper Waiting Hall. These eight arc crammed into the four comers; 
two in each, at right angles, and so close that the frescoes actually 
meet in the angles: an arrangement which is not only utterly opposed 
to the architectural decorations of the chamber, but to every principle 
of true taste; and the lighting indeed needed the apology they made 
for it. The ‘local circumstances' to which allusion is made must truly 
have been a crucial test to the painters: a worse place could hardly 
have been found for their works, which, after above ten years' 
deliberation, are cruelly called ‘experimental'. Then, as to the works 
themselves. They were hardly completed when decay seized them; the 
coloun underwent destructive changes, flesh tints became painfully 
livid, greens disappeared, blues and browns changed places — o. 
general mildew seized the whole. The ground itself was soon de- 
stroyed, it blistered, became loose and disintegrated, and these eight 
works are now beyond the reach of criticism. 

The commissioners also reported that four of the frescoes proposed 
in their seventh report for the Queen’s Robing-room had been 
finished, and that they considered them altogether satisfactory in 
* regard to their general treatment, and as examples of the method of 
fresco-painting. And further, that they have commissioned J. R. 
Herbert, R. A., to prepare designs for a series of frescoes in the Peers' 
Robing-room, according to the scheme of their seventh report; that 
they have assigned subjects to C. W. Cope, RA.., and E. M. Ward, 
R.A., in the corridors; and propose to employ Daniel Maclise, R.A., 
to paint the ‘Marriage of Strongbow and Eva*, in the Painted 
Chamber. 

Then again a long silence intervened; public opinion had not 
changed or moderated when, in June 1858, the eleventh report 
appeared. It commenced by the announcement of error and want of 
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judgement. Bad as had been the spaces already selected by the com- 
missioners for decoration, that assigned to Maclise in the Painted 
Chamber was absolutely unfit; and the commissioners, with many 
words, say, * Some difficulties having been found to exist with regard 
to the hghting of some compartments in that locality, the work was 
postponed, and the artist was, at his own request, finally released 
from such imdertaking, and the grant of public money amounting to 
;^i,500, which had been voted by Parliament for this object, was, 
with the consent of the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury, 
appropriated to the painting of twenty-eight whole-length portraits 
of personages connected with the Tudor family; and of these works 
Her Majesty’s commissioners say, ‘ Being taken from authentic sources, 
and executed in methods fitted to produce the style of the original 
works, they at once serve a decorative purpose, and constitute 
trastworthy resemblances of the historical personages represented.* 

It was clear from this report that matters had not mended. How- 
ever, in heu of the work and the locality that MacUse had abandoned, 
the commissioners proposed that he should paint in fresco one of the 
subjects in the Royal Gallery for ^ 1 , 000 ; and they reported that 
J. R. Herbert had completed to their entire satisfaction a large cartoon 
of * Moses bringing down the Tables of the Law to the Israelites’. 

Hitherto the reports of the commissioners had been made m a style 
of the most strict official brevity; but the current of pubhc opinion 
and criticism ran strongly against their doings; the completed frescoes 
had most of them friled, and those which afforded the most promise, 
if completed, stood still: so in the face of these difficulties, an altered 
manner was adopted in the twelfth report, dated in February 1861, 
and the commissioners, feeling themselves on their defence, began 
to reason and to explain. In Herbert’s fresco there has undoubtedly 
been unnecessary delay; Dyce’s ‘to their extreme mortification, is still ' 
unfinished*. It was not possible for Cope and Ward to paint their 
frescoes on the walk, and an ‘ expedient of painting them on movable 
frames was necessary*. But MacHse’s work was the bright spot, and 
‘his unremitting industry’ was, as it richly deserved to be, the subject 
of the commissioner’s especial mention. Then after all that had been 
said of the prominent merits of fresco, which was to create a new art 
in England, the commissioners quietly add: ‘Finding that the process 
of fresco-painting is imperfectly adapted for subjects containing a 
multiplicity of details, Maclise, with the sanction of the commis- 
sioners, or rather by the personal intervention of the Prince Consort, 



proceeded in the autumn of 1859 to Germany, in order to make 
researches into the practice of the stereochrome or water-glass 
method of painting. The result has been that he adopted that method 
in the execution of the large wall-painting referred to, ‘ ‘ The Meeting 
of Wellington and Bliicher after the Battle of Waterloo and also in 
his second large work ‘‘The Death of Nelson^\ Ward too practised 
it with success on his last two corridor subjects, and the method has 
also found favour with Mr. Herbert, who, having after repeated 
experiments modified it according to his own views, professes his 
entire satisfaction with it.’ 

Surely though, the first question to have been solved should have 
been whether fresco was the best method to be adopted. Did the 
commissioners, in the first instance, take the trouble to examine those 
examples of wall painting within their reach, in order to test the 
durability of the methods employed upon them? We had lately an 
opportunity of closely examining the ceiling of the Queen’s bed- 
ch^ber at Hampton Court, the work of Verrio. It is painted in an 
oil medium on the plaster; yet it is fresher, brighter, and in better 
condition than pictures on canvas of the same period. The flesh is 
pure and rosy, the whites extremely bright, the ultramarine draperies, 
which seem thinly laid on over a white preparation, are most 
brilliant; the yellows (ochre), painted with some degree of impasto, 
are hard and strong when touched with the knife, the gilding in the 
decorative parts is wholly unaltered; the only failure is in the browns, 
which have been thinly painted, and have partially cracked; but, as a 
whole, no work in fresco could have shown greater brilHancy and 
purity. Of course the art is meretricious and flashy, but the execution, 
vigorous, free and facile, is perfect. From below, it is so bright and 
luminous, that it looks hke water-colour or tempera. We must also 
recollect the pictures by La Guerre, on the staircase and the walls of 
the hall at Marlborough House, which have been subjected to all 
kinds of ill-treatment and injury, yet are, after a century and a half, 
much sounder than our newly painted frescoes. 

Having, as we have shown, upon the principle of ‘the least said, 
the soonest mended,’ abandoned their dearly cherished fresco scheme, 
the commissioners prepare for the winding-up of their commission, 
and admit that the artists employed might have been more profitably, 
if not more honourably, employed in less arduous undertakings. 
Their thirteenth and final report bears date in the succeeding month 
II March 1861, when they say they are ‘of opinion that the term of 
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their prescribed duties has now arrived, as the whole scheme of 
decorations for the palace of Westminster has been considered and 
decided’. 

The artists had a ground of distrust in that it was entirely without 
professional opinion when the commission was issued, but they 
looked forward to its acts with a hope that had no foundation. Its 
failure was generally pronounced and admitted. After several years 
lost in expensive experiments fresco was found to be unsuitable; 
competition did not act favourably on the artists as a body, nor was 
it found to be wise that a body of laymen should attempt to control 
and direct the painter, by requiring the repeated submission of his 
works to their judgementat every stage of progress. In the selection of 
the localities best adapted for decoration, which the commissioners 
considered their especial province, they were, as we have shown in 
respect to the Upper Hall, the Prince’s Chamber, and, in the impor- 
tatrt consideration of light, in the House of Lords itself, singularly 
unfortunate; and no less so in the two corridors, mere ill-lighted 
passages, quite imworthy of the talents of the two able painters to 
whom they were assigned. In these and in many minor matters, the 
commission would have been better advised had art been duly 
represented. 

The sole object really entrusted to the commission by Her Majesty 
was the inquiry how the fine arts of die country might be encouraged 
and promoted. But the commission proceeded to attempt to carry 
out the plans they recommended; and the attempt proved disastrous. 

The commissioners were, in *one respect, unfortunate. They 
terminated their own existence before the completion of some works 
in which they might have found just cause for exultation. But these 
works are not in fresco. They are in the water-glass process, by which 
a silica surface is given, by means of a fine syringe, to a painting in 
water-colours. 



CHAPTER XXXV 


MACLISE, WARD, EASTLAKE, PHILLIP, ELMORE 
AND O^NEIL 

We propose to devote the first part of this chapter to two painters 
who gave up much of their time to firesco-painting, while carrying 
on the pursuit o{ genre and historical painting in England, and whose 
work made a great impression upon the art of the day, and we will 
begin with 

Daniel Maclise, RA.j who was bom in Cork on 25 January 1811, 
or 1806; he himself always adhered to the fiucst date as the correct one. 
His father was of Scottish extraction, and his mother the daughter of a 
Cork merchant. Maclise showed an early'taste for art, and as a child 
drew pen and ink sketches aU over his own copybooks and those of 
his schoolfellows. His father, however, placed him with a banker, 
but at sixteen he managed to leave this, to him, distasteful employ- 
ment, and to enter the Cork School of Art. While still quite a boy he 
made a portrait of Sir Walter Scott, who happened while visiting 
Cork to go into a bookseller's shop. Maclise, who was concealed in 
the back of the shop, in a short time made three outline sketches of 
his face, and working up the best one in the night, carried it the next 
morning to the bookseller, who was so pleased with it that he placed 
it in his window; there Scott saw it, and being also much strack with 
it, not only appended his autograph to it, but congratulated the young 
artist warmly. While in the Cork Academy Maclise was a diligent 
student, and he at the same time made a practical study of anatomy. 
He found profitable employment in sketching the portraits of the 
officers stationed in Cork, and in 1826 he made a sketching tour in 
Wicklow. With the money he saved firom the sale of his sketches, 
and with what he derived firom his portrait painting, Maclise made up 
a purse to come to London, and shordy afterwards he entered the 
schools of the Royal Academy. Here he immediately gained honours, 
taking a silver medal both in the antique and the painting school, and 
in 1829 the gold medal for the best historical composition, the 
subject being ‘The Choice of Hercules’. This gave him also the right 
to the travelling studentship, although he did not avail hi m self of it, 
but continued working in the metropolis. On his first arrival in town 
he had, on the occasion of Charles Kean’s acting young Norval, made 
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a most successful sketch of him in that character, done in the theatre 
itself; this was published, and gained Machse many commissions 
for portraits both m pencil and water-colours. But he was not anxious 
to devote himself to this branch of art, and he very soon began to take 
up subject pictures, sending ‘Malvolio afiecting the Count’, to the 
Royal Academy exhibition ini829. Ini832his picture of ‘ All Hallows 
Eve’, a composition depicting the games and ceremonies which in 
Ireland are carried on on that evening, made a great impression on 
the pubhc. The subject had been suggested to him during a visit to 
Cork, where he had enjoyed ‘Snap-apple Night’, at the house of the 
parish priest; the picture contains portraits of his sisters and friends. 
In consequence of his connection with Fraser s Magazine^ for which 
journal, under the name of ‘Alfred Croquis’, Maclise etched a series 
of seventy-two small portraits of men of the day, which were very 
popular, he was led to devote himself to hterary composition, and 
contributed to it a clever poem and several sonnets. In 1835 his 
picture ‘The Chivalric Vow of the Ladies and the Peacock* produced 
his election to the associateship of the Royal Academy when only 
twenty-four years of age. He became a full member in 1840, when he 
exhibited ‘ The Banquet Scene in Macbeth * . 

About the year 1845, ke entered the lists as a competitor for the 
great work of decorating the palace of Westminster, and after many 
wearying delays received a commission for two frescoes — ‘The 
Spirit of Justice’ and ‘The Spirit of Chivalry*. Machse’s great 
faculty of invention and powers of execution, together with his 
extreme vigour of conception, eminendy fitted him for the task of 
decorating the Houses of Parliament, nevertheless, eventually this 
work for the nation proved a task and a burden too much for his 
strength. He was of a generous and noble spirit, and ill-adapted to 
contend with the worrying vacillation of the commission, who 
treated him, after the death of the Prince Consort and of Easdake, 
with, to say the least of it, considerable meanness. It was not till 1851 
that he undertook the decoration of the Royal Gallery, beginning 
with two subjects, the ‘Interview between Wellmgton and Bliicher’ 
and the ‘ Death of Nelson’ ; each work was to be forty-eight feet long. 
By the original agreement, Maclise was to fill in all the sixteen com- 
partments of the gallery, and he had prepared designs for three of 
these, and made sketches for the rest, but these were destined never 
to be carried out, as the engagement was rescinded by the committee. 
Madise set to work with great vigour upon the meeting of the two 
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generals, and in 1859 completed the cartoon for his ‘Wellington and 
Bliicher’, which is now the property of the Academy, and is a 
crowded composition full of life and incident. EQs brother artists were 
so delighted with it that they clubbed together to present him with a 
gold portecrayon and an address, which says the trifle was given 
‘not so much as a token of our esteem and admiration as of the 
honest pride which, as artists and fellow countrymen, we feel in 
the success of the cartoon you have so lately executed.’ 

When Maclise came to the carrying out of the work, he found 
himself hampered with many difficulties; the light was bad, and 
the medium unsuitable, so that he resigned the task of executing it 
in fresco, but he offered to do it in oil. However, following the 
advice of the Prince Consort, he went to Berlin to investigate the 
water-glass process, and having made himself master of the method 
he returned, and after destroying the portion begun in fresco, he 
worked incessantly under most depressing circumstances, and 
finished the design in water-glass by 1861. 

He was then entrusted with the companion picture of the ‘Death 
of Nelson’, which he completed in 1864.; but his energies, great 
though they were, had been completely exhausted by these heavy 
labours, and though for a few short years he returned to his studio in 
Cheyne Walk, and contnbuted pictures to the Royal Academy exhi- 
bitions, yet his health being materially weakened, he succumbed to an 
attack of pneumonia 25 April 1870, and was buried in Kensal Green 
Cemetery, where his grave was surrounded by fiiends. His great 
fiiend Dickens, who was so shortly also to be laid in the grave, pro- 
nounced an eloquent eulogy on him the same evening at the Academy 
banquet, finishing with ffiese words: ‘In art a man, in simplicity a 
child; no artist, of whatsoever denomination, I make bold to say, ever 
went to his rest leaving a golden memory more pure from dross, or 
having devoted himself with a truer chivalry to the art goddess he 
worshipped’. 

Maclise, Kke Landseer, refused the presidentship at Easdake’s death, 
a post which his brother members hastened to oJffer him. He was 
always much beloved by his fiiends for his frank-hearted, generous 
and simple nature. In youth he was very athletic, and of a tall and 
handsome person; he never married, one of his sisters always lived 
with him, and he was devotedly good to the members of his family. 
Maclise did a great deal of work ^ a book illustrator, he also designed 
the Turner Medal for the Academy and the Swiney Cup for the 
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Society of Arts. He was a master of form, for which he had a mar- 
vellous memory — a memory so great that he was often able, alas! 
unwisely, to work without making use of the living model. His sense 
of colour was very imperfect, though he studied the old masters with 
great attention, and tried to admire their worb, and devoted himself to 
die galleries during his trips abroad, yet he really could get litde from 
them. His compositions, while remarkable for richness of incident 
and accuracy of detail, are apt to be overcrowded, and from the very 
vigour of their conception are sometimes wanting in repose, while 
the colour is inclined to be crude and harsh. Yet in many ways he was 
very fitted for historical painting, for his style was spirited and his 
handling bold. In considering his two pictures of ‘Waterloo’ and 
‘Trafalgar’, entirely the work of his own hand, whether we reflect 
merely on the size of the worb, forty-five feet by twelve, or on the 
masculine energy of their drawing, the knowledge displayed in their 
grouping, especially, for instance, that of the horses in the ‘Waterloo’, 
a finer work than the * Trafalgar’, for the painter has been trammelled 
in his second subject by the dark bluejackets of the sailors, which do 
not compose so well as do the more varied colours of the soldiers’ 
uniforms, we are bound to confess that he has brilliantly carried out 
the commission confided to him, and that, besides reflecting the 
greatest credit on the painter himself, both these fine worb are fit 
objects of national pnde. 

We must now turn to the consideration of a painter who through- 
out his art career had this distinctive characteristic, that as a whole he 
devoted himself to depicting scenes from the history of our own 
country. He was not a history painter in the true sense of the term, 
his pictures are rather illustrations of historical scenes, and fall more 
under die class of genre paintings, but Ward always seizes on a 
definite story to tell, he is fortunate in' the dramatic interest of that 
story, and he has plenty of antiquarian knowledge to help him in the 
composition of his subject, and skill in rendering the diversified 
qualities of human character. His draperies are apt to be too ample, 
and in his flesh colour he is inclined to be chalky. His women are 
more stage beauties than refined ladies, and in this latter point he 
contrasts badly with Leslie, compared with whom his art is scenic and, 
we think, a trifle meretricious. 

Edward Matthew Ward, R.A., was a nephew, on his mother’s side, 
of Horace and James Smith, the authors of Rejected Addresses, and was 
bom in Pimlico in i8i6. He used to relate that as a child he was fond 



of drawing and painting everything he could get heJd oC and even, 
‘coloured all the joints in the cookery book*. His mother, to whom 
he was devotedly attached, fostered his love of art, and under the 
advice of Chantrey and Wilkie, Ward became a student of the Royal 
Academy in 1835, though he had had some art instruction previously 
from John Cawse, who kept a drawing school at that time, and was 
reputed to he a good teacher; from him, however. Ward declared he 
learnt Ktdc. 

In 1836 Ward went to Rome, remaining three years, and gaining 
the silver medal of the Academy of St. Luke, and on his way home he 
stopped in Munich for some months to learn the art of fresco- 
painting from ComeHus, for like all the painters of that day Ward 
hoped to be employed in mural decoration by the Government. The 
first picture he exhibited on his return from abroad was inspired by 
the scenes he had so recendy left, and was called ‘Cimabue and 


Giotto’. In 1843, his cartoon oPBoadicea’, sent in to the competition 
for the decoration of the Houses of Parliament, though commended, 
did not obtain a premium; but in 1852 he received a commission to 
paint eight historical pictures for the corridor of the House of Com- 
mons. Some of these were painted in oil and afterwards re-executed 
in fresco, and two are in ‘water-glass’; perhaps ‘The Last Sleep of 
Argyll’ is the best of the eight, which were painted under the most 
disadvantageous circumstances, and are in a very bad light. These 
pictures cracked and gave way, as did all the frescoes executed in the 
Houses of Parliament, but were repaired and glazed rather more than 
ten years ago, and have since stood well 
Ward esddbrted in 1845, ‘Dr. JohnsonWaitmg in the Ante-Room 
of Lord Chesterfield for an- Audience’, depicting the neglect of 
Dr. Johnson by that nobleman after he had promised to be his 
patron, and to help forward the Dictionary. This picture probably 
led to Ward’s election to an associateship in the Royal Academy; it is 
now in the National Gallery, and is a little black in the shadows, thin 
in treatment, and inclined to be hot in colour. The best group is on 
the right, where the fine lady, whose attention is drawn to 
Dr. Johnson'by a worldly-looking beau, gazes rather contemptuously 
at the great lexicographer, seated sad and gloomy, waiting to be sent 
for by his capricious patron. Ward became a full member of the 
Academy in 1855, ^d the next year exhibited one of the best and 
most popular of his pictures, ‘Marie Antoinette parting with the 
Dauphin’. In 1859 he completed a commission for Her Myesty, ‘The 



474 MACLISE AND OTHER ROYAL ACADEMICIANS 

Emperor of the French Receiving the Order of the Garter’ and 
‘Marie Antoinette Listening to her Act of Accusation’. Here Ward 
is very happy in his treatment, the sitting figure of the Queen is full 
of dignity, the hands are meekly folded together, she has just laid 
down her livre d’heures, and listens to what she knows to be her death- 
warrant, not only with pious resignation, but with the bearing of one 
who is a queen still in spite of outrage and contempt. 

Ward was a tail man, inclined to stoutness, with black hair and a 
powerful voice. He was indifferent to personal appearance, of a most 
genial and tender disposition, full of kindness, a good mimic, and 
most amusing companion, a fond husband and father, and of an 
honourable and sensitive character. For some years before his death 
his health was very indifferent, and though naturally of a gay and 
cheerful temperament, he became through illness very depressed, and 
in a fit of aberration hastened his own end. He died at Windsor, 
15 January 1879, and was buned in Upton old churchyard, his funeral 
being attended by very many academicians and personal fiiends. 
Ward married the granddaughter of James Ward, R.A., who was 
herself a painter. A sympathetic memoir of him has been published 
byj. Daffome. 

There have been a few exceptional painters who have served the art 
they loved better by their lives than by their brush. Such a one was 
Sir Charles Lock Eastlake, P.R,A,, who was the son of a lawyer, and 
bom in Plymouth 17 November 1793. During the best part of his 
life, he was so occupied with onerous engagements in the service of 
art — such as acquiring pictures for the National Gallery, conducting 
the business of the Royal Academy, investigating the principles of art, 
writing upon the subject, giving his judgement on disputed points, 
for which his great art knowledge and kindly impartiality peculiarly 
fitted him — that htde time was left to him for the practice of painting. 
Thus it is not astonishing that his maturity did not carry out the 
promise of his youth; and that, though his works proceed firom an 
elevated conception and a high ideal, and are graceful in arrangement, 
and laboured and refined in execution, yet they do not exhibit any 
largeness of method, and they often seem to fall short in their fulfil- 
ment of what his cultivated taste required. 

Easdake first learnt the principles of his art under Prout; but in 
1809 he entered the schools of the Royal Academy, where he was a 
very conscientious and diligent student. His father also sent him to 
study in Paris, where he worked for some months; after which he 
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returned to Plymouth, and began to paint portraits, his most cele- 
brated sitter bemg Napoleon I, who was brought into port on board 
the Bellerophon, Soon after this, young Eastlaie went abroad, and 
made an extended tour on the Continent. Returning a second time to 
Rome, in i8l8, purposing only to make a short stay, he remained 
twelve years in that city, sending some of his best works, such as 
‘ Pilgrims Arriving in Sight of Rome’, for exhibition in the Academy. 

In 1827 he gained his election as associate, and was made an R.A. 
in 1830, when he thought it right to leave Rome and to settle in 
England, where for some years he remained devoted to his art; but 
gradually, his duties as secretary to the Royal Commission for the 
Decoration of the Houses of Parliament, his directorship of the 
National Gallery, and his labours as president of the Royal Academy, 
to which he was elected m 1850, mduced him to lay aside his brush. 
He married the daughter of Dr, Rigby, whose literary tastes and art 
knowledge coincided with his own. He died at Pisa, 24 December 
1865 ; but his body was brought to England, and, his widow declining 
for him a public funeral, he was buried in Kensal Green. 

As a writer and a cntic, Easdake gready promoted the interests of 
art, and he ably seconded every effort to advance the love of art and 
the fortunes of its professors in this country: an account of the art of 
the century would be very incomplete which did not fully acknow- 
ledge his merits in this respect. 

We will now turn to a painter whose great merits are the rich- 
ness and force of his colour, and who attained by the power of his 
original talent to a high place m the art of his day. Jofcn Phillip, R.A., 
was the son of a soldier, and was bom at Aberdeen, 19 April 1817. 
He dehghted in painting fiom his earhest days, and, when quite 
young, produced without any teaching a good likeness of his aged 
grandmother. Phillip was apprenticed to a house-painter, and while 
seated, apparently only occupied in diHgendy grinding up the 
workmen s colours, he appUed himself to painting small subjects, 
which he hid away m a drawer from his master’s sight, though he 
showed them occasionally to his brother workmen. So highly did 
these men think of his productions that, when a perplexing order for 
the painting of a ‘sign’ arrived at the shop, they unanimously recom- 
mended that young Phillip should try his hand upon it. In this he was 
so successful that he was always afterwards employed on such work. 

The boy’s one ambition, however, was to see the Royal Academy 
Exhibition in London, and to buy some real painter’s tools. To effect 
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this he first saved up money enough to buy brushes, paints, etc., and then 
getting on board a granite brig, the owner of which was known to his 
father, and having provided himself with a letter of recommendation to 
afiiendin London, he hid himself till the vessel was fairly on its voyage. 
The owner of the ship scolded him well when he discovered his presence 
on board, and made him work for his passage; but little did PhUlip care 
for that, and one morning very early, long before the doors were open, 
he found himself waiting eagerly at Somerset House for the fulfilment 
of his long-cherished desire. He remained the whole day, and used to 
say in after years that he distincdy recollected each picture and the spot 
where it hung, Haviu^ carried out his plan Phillip returned to Aberdeen 
in the same vessel, and began the practice of his art by painting portraits, 
for which he received the handsome remuneration of half a crown a 
piece. Where are those portraits now? 

A figure subject painted by Phillip being shovsm shortly after this to 
Lord Panmure, he was so struck with it that he sent young Phillip to 
London to study, and in 183 8 he entered the Royal Academy schools, 
and the next year he exhibited a portrait at the exhibition. Phillip's 
first pictures were mostly of Scottish subjects, and he made periodical 
absences from London in order to paint them and to catch sight of 
his beloved Highlands, away firom which he always experienced a 
certain home-sickness. In 1847 he sent to the Academy Exhibition 
‘Presbyterian Catechismg’, in 1850 ‘Baptism in Scotland', followed 
in 1851 by ‘The Spae Wife’ and ‘Scotch Washing’. Phillip was 
accustomed to get in his subjects in brown on a grey coarse canvas. 
He made this brown of Indian red and black, and as he mixed them 
together on his palette as he painted, he has not always been successful 
in tempering them quite equally, and the black bemg the stronger 
colour has impinged on the brown and white, and has caused a 
blackness in some of the shadowrs of his pictures which was not 
there when they left his easel. In this first painting he got in his high 
hghts with a warm white, producing his cool grey half-tints by 
overlapping this solid colour into the warm browns of his shadows. 
His second process was over this first painting to sweep a rich glaze 
of transparent colour, diluted with Roberson’s medium, turpentine 
and oil, and to paint solidly into it. He was a dexterous and ready 
painter, and was wont to turn to account in his work the accidents 
of a rapid execution. There is a picture of his in the Edinburgh 
National Gallery, which, being left unfinished at his death, is very 
useful in showing his mode of work. 
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Phillip’s health giving way in 1852 caused him to seek a warmer 
climate in Spain. Here, filled with admiration for the works of the 
Spanish painters, especially for Velazquez, with whose work his own 
genius was akin, Phillip’s art found a new inspiration. He delighted 
firom henceforth to paint the picturesque peasantry of Seville, their 
rural customs and celebrations; his eye for colour revelled in the 
rich harmonious colouring and wealth of brilliant sunshine to 
be found there, and he returned three times to Spain. On his 
third visit he remained four months, and brought back forty-two 
canvases, and no doubt overworked himself. He was a generous 
man and paid his models well, and the consequence was that 
the courtyard of the house where he lived in Seville was always 
thronged with picturesque idlers only too delighted to act as models 
for the English artist, quite unaware that their loitering habits and 
the amusing scenes with their fellows in the patio spurred on the 
ardent painter to an incessant and too arduous exertion in order to 
record these characteristic bits of Spanish life. Phillip was elected an 
associate of the Academy in 1857, and a full member in 1859. In 
i860 he painted by command of the Queen ‘The Marriage of the 
Princess Royal’, a group of portraits glowing with brilliant colour. 
This was followed in 1863 by a portrait subject of the greatest 
interest and excellence, ‘The House of Commons’. The following 
year Phillip exhibited one of the finest of his Spanish subjects, ‘La 
Gloria’, which is really a wake. In Spain the people think itwrongto 
mourn the death of a young infant, considering it rather a cause 
for rejoicing. The mirth of the neighbours and relations in this noble 
picture, who are dancing and singing and summoning the reluctant 
and despainng mother sitting beside the poor litde corpse to join 
them, is very finely given. Another very beautiful Spanish subject 
is ‘ Murillo m the Market Place of Seville’, In 1857 he painted ‘The 
Prison Window’ and ‘Charity’, both in Seville. These pictures are 
well known by their engravings. All Phillip’s pictures show a keen 
discrimination of character, and of moods both pathetic and humor- 
ous. The vigorous and strong mind of the man shows forth in his 
work. He used to say of his brother painters, that if he couldn’t like 
the man, he couldn’t hke his art, and also just the reverse, that is, 
he could not separate the man and his art; and this is quite true in his 
own case. Phillip went to Rome in 1866, which resulted in his 
painting two pictures of ‘The Lottery’. He was suddenly struck with 
paralysis and died prematurely at Kensington, on 27 February 1867. 
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His collected works were shown at the International Exhibition in 
1873, and made a great impression from their firm and broad execu- 
tion, their vigorous drawing and powerful and mellow colouring. 

Alfred Elmore j R,A., is another subject painter whose worb are very- 
varied in idea, and exceedmgly well thought out and composed, and 
evidently produced by a cultivated mind. His pictures are both rich 
in colour and good m drawing, they are more academic than Ward’s, 
but have not the same feeling for character. Elmore’s father was a 
doctor in the 5th Dragoon Guards, and our painter was bom at 
Clonakilty, Cork, in 1815. He was admitted to the Academy school 
in 1832, and afterwards studied in a French atelier and in the gallenes 
of the Louvre. After exhibiting in London he returned to the Con- 
tinent and studied at Munich, after which he went to Italy, and 
remained two years in Rome, where he diligently examined the 
worb of the old masters. He became a full member of the Royal 
Academy in 1857, having obtained his associateship as far back as 
1845, ten years after he first began to exhibit at the Academy exhibi- 
tions. As early as 1841 he had sent to the Academy Exhibition ‘The 
Murder of S. Thomas a Becket*, which was bought by Daniel 
O’Connell, and presented by him to a church in Dublin. Another 
of Elmore’s best pictures was ‘The Origin of the Combing Machine’. 
In i860 he exhibited ‘The Tuileries, 20th June, 1789’, a fine picture. 
Marie Antoinette is facing the mob protected by the presence of her 
children, the Dauphin sits on the council table before her, and her 
daughter stands by her side. The young girl to whom the Queen 
has been speaking stands there, already softened by remorse, Elmore 
died in London, after a long and painful illness, on 24 January 1881, 
and was buried at Kensal Green. 

Henry O^Neil, A.R,A.j who had been a fellow student with Ehnore 
at the Academy, and had travelled with him in Italy, had died on 
13 March 1880. O’Neil was bom in St Petersburg in 1817, and 
was a man of varied accomplishments, which, perhaps, interfered 
with his attaining to the highest rank in art. His pictures ‘Eastward 
Hoi’ and ‘Home Again!’ were exceedingly popular, especially as 
engravings, and after these he produced a really fine work in ‘The 
Wreck of the Royal Charter*, He was deficient in the power of com- 
position, and his colour is a little garish, but he chose good subjects, 
and in this, m- common with many of the artists of his day, he 
presents a lesson to our more recent painters, with many of whom 
the subject of their pictures seems quite a secondary consideration. 
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WILLIAM DYCE AND SCHOOLS OF DESIGN 

William Dyce, r* a was not only eminent as an artist and as a 
representative of the new school of fresco-painting, but he was engaged 
in initiating the system of Government art-teaching, intended, in the 
first instance, to provide instruction for our artisans, and designers for 
manufacturers; but which, under the direction of his successors, has 
been extended to provide sound elementary instruction open to all. 

William Dyce was bom in Aberdeen, on 19 September 1806. His 
father was a physician in extensive practice in that city. It is not re- 
corded whether young Dyce was from the first intended for the arts, 
but he received a liberal education, fitted to form his mind and to 
quahfy him for any future pursuit or profession. He early graduated at 
the Marischal College in his native city, and at the age of sixteen took 
the degree of Master of Arts, Soon after, having adopted art as his pro- 
fession, he left Aberdeen and in his seventeenth year entered the schools 
of the Royal Scottish Academy. Whether from any cause other than 
the desire of improvement in the metropolitan schools we know not, 
but he came early to London, and obtained admittance as a probationer 
at the Royal Academy. He himself tells us that he was dissatisfied with 
the instruction in these schools; and as he did not obtain his admission 
as a student, he determined to avail himself of opportunities afforded 
him of visiting the Continental schools of art. 

In 1825, Dyce, beiug then only nineteen years of age, made a 
journey to Italy, to prosecute his studies amidst those great historical 
and monumental works which can only be fully appreciated in situ. 
On this occasion he spent nine months in Rome. In thus early visiting 
the great seats of art, he differs from most of our British painters, 
and we can trace the influence of this early visit on all his future 
career. With a cultivated mind, but as yet unfettered by the prevailiug 
tastes of his brother artists, he was brought face to face with the great 
works of the masters of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, and the 
impression made on him was deep and enduring. The ‘propriety’ and 
refcement of Raphael’s labours seemed congenial to his taste, and gave 
aim to his future efforts. For a time, perhaps, the veneration with which 
the early masters were regarded by him, led rather to imitation than to 
originality, but as strength and confidence increased with years this 
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was cast aside, and he sought rather to work in their spirit, and to 
sacrifice whatever was meretricious to the higher qualities of sim- 
pHcity, feeling, and expression which he found in their works. 

There was another result arising from the young painter’s visit to 
Italy, and his study of the great lunettes of Raphael, the arabesques 
of the Vatican, the Famesina, and generally of the palaces and 
churches of Italy. He early learnt to appreciate the decorative nature 
of the art of the great Italian fresco painters, and to understand, as it 
had not yet been understood by the great body of his brother artists, 
that the painters of the quattro and cinque-cento were omamentists as 
well as historical painters, and thought it a part of their labours to give 
unity to the whole scheme of decoration, by controUing the design and 
execution of the ornamental as well as of the pictorial parts. 

This led young Dyce on his return from Rome in 1826 to prepare 
a set of arabesque designs, and to decorate a room in his father’s house 
in Aberdeen; and this was, no doubt, the mtroduction to that fuller 
study of ornamental art which conduced so largely to his future fame 
and his future usefulness. While working at this labour of love, Dyce 
was also employed in painting his first picture, ‘Bacchus Nursed by 
the Nymphs of Nyssa’, a bold attempt as a commencement. It was 
exhibited in 1827 in the Royal Academy, and in the autumn of that 
year he again set out for Rome to contmue his studies under the 
inspiration of the great works of Raphael, which had deeply im- 
pressed him; and which, with those of Raphael’s precursors, remained 
throughout the rule of his faith, and the models for his imitation. 
Endowed with a congenial mind, he delighted in their simplicity, 
earnestness and truth. On this, his second visit, Dyce remained in 
Italy the greater part of three years, studying diligently the frescoes 
and wall decorations of the earlier masters; the purity of their pictorial 
art, and the elegance and simplicity of the ornamental accessories 
with which it is often surrounded. 

The great monumental works, the wall paintings at Padua, at Pisa, 
at Florence, at Assisi, at Rome, and a host of other Italian cities, had 
not been properly studied for their umty with the walls of the edifices 
they adorn, for the monumental character which attaches to them, or 
that peculiar treatment which makes the spectator, in a measure, a party 
to the scene and subject represented. Dyce had not failed to appreciate 
these qualities, andif he was constrained to paintnymphs and madonnas, 
it was because the opportunity was as yet wanting to work out the larger 
views these studies had opened up to him; nay, so litde encouragement 



WILLIAM DYCE 


4S1 

was there at that time for the art he desired to follow that on his return 
to Edinburgh in 1830, he passed several of his best years as a portrait 
painter, exhibiting, both in that city and in London, many portraits 
of children and others; hoping for the advent of the future when he 
should be called to nobler labours. Meanwhile, in 1835, he was elected 
an associate of the Royal Scottish Academy. 

In 1836, Dyce sent to the Royal Academy a large picture of ‘The 
Descent of Venus’, which attracted much notice, as, since his first 
work already mentioned, he had contributed only portraits to our 
exhibitions. About this time many voices were raised to call the 
attention of our Government to the want of taste in the designs for 
our staple manufactures, and the loss consequendy sustained by our 
manufacturers in the markets of the world. Among others, Dyce, who 
was interested in the Trustees’ School at Edinburgh, published, in 
conjunction with Mr. Charles Heath Wdson, a letter addressed to 
Lord Meadowbank, suggesting means for improving the course of 
instruction given there, and making it bear more fully on design, as 
applied to manufactures- This pamphlet led to Dyce’s appointment 
as secretary and director to the schools just opened in London at 
Somerset House, and in connection with them, to his being sent to 
visit and report upon schools of the same character in France and 
Germany. His report, dated 27 April 1838, was published in the 
parhamentary papers of the year 1840, and contains much valuable 
information as to the then state of the Continental schools, and the 
deficiency in all of them, except that of Lyons, in any actual produc- 
tion of patterns or designs for manufactures; and he infers the necessity 
for such instruction, and for the production of designs in the schools 
newly founded in this country. This report led to the remodelling 
of our schools in conformity with Mr. Dyce’s views. He undertook 
to prepare proper elementary works for the students, but soon found 
that this, together with his duties as superintendent and secretary, 
entrenched too much on his time to allow of the practice of his pro- 
fession; and when urged in 1843 to give up more of his time to 
the schools, he declined to do so, and resigned his appointments in 
May of that year; accepting instead the office of inspector of the 
provincial schools, •with a seat in the council, which offices he also 
resigned on 10 June 1845. 

In 1844, Dyce was elected an associate of the Royal Academy, con- 
sequent on his exhibition, in that year, of his picture of ‘Kmg Joash 
Shooting the Arrow of Deliverance’, a picture of singular severity 
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of style and simplicity of parts. In 1848, lie was raised to full Academy 
honours. "When the competition took place for the decoration of the 
Houses of Parliament, he was one of the first five commissioned to 
prepare cartoons for the frescoes to fill the spaces in the House of 
Lords, and his work, ‘The Baptism of King Ethelbert’, was the first 
one selected for execution on the walls. 

He was also commissioned by the Prince Consort to paint a fresco 
on the staircase at Osborne, of ‘Neptune giving the Empire of the 
Sea to Britannia’, and also to fill one of the lunettes of the decorated 
summer-houses in the gardens of Buckingham Palace. The former 
of these frescoes — a work of importance, the figures being life-size — 
has remained unchanged, and may lead us to infer that those in the 
Houses of Parliament have suffered from acids in our gas-charged 
atmosphere, rather than from bad materials, imperfect execution, 
or an ill-constructed wall. 

In 1847, Dyce again resumed his connexion with the Government 
School of Design, being appointed one of three head masters, among 
whom the instruction was divided. But with great abilities he was 
somewhat impracticable, and constitutionally u n fitted to fill any 
position of joint authority. He again, and finally, resigned his duties 
in 1849, and henceforth devoted himself exclusively to fresco- 
pamting; for, although he continued occasionally to contnbute works 
to the exhibition at the Royal Academy, his attention was almost 
wholly occupied with mural painting and decorative art. During 
this period he made a design for a window to be executed in stained 
glass for Ely Cathedral, and another as a memorial to the Duke 
of Northumberland for Alnwick. He also designed the decorative 
and mural paintings for the church of All Saints, m Margaret Street, 
Cavendish Square, and he executed them in fresco on the walls; 
it is to be regretted that the ‘dim religious light’ admitted iuto the 
edifice hardly suffices for their examination. But the great labour of 
Dyce’s latter years was the preparation of cartoons for the decoration 
of the Queen s Robing-room in the Houses of Parliament; the 
subject given him by the royal commission being the mythical 
legend of King Arthur. The painter himself was not well pleased 
with the choice; but he engaged to finish the series in eight years, 
and during that time received the whole sum agreed upon for its 
completion. It no doubt is true that the time likely to be occupied 
in such works was not properly ascertained when the engagement 
was made, and that the remuneration for artistic labour had greatly 
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advanced during the period under review: yet the House of Com- 
mons, irritated by the non-completion of the work and the incessant 
delays of the painter, arising partly from causes beyond his control 
and partly from ill-health, complained loudly of Dyce’s shortcom- 
ings, as well as of the inertness of the commission in not enforcing 
the engagement. The clamour was a source of great irritation to the 
painter, and no doubt increased a wasting illness which had seized 
him. He gradually grew w6rse; to relieve his mind of the anxieties 
of the position, he wished to throw up the commission, and offered 
to return the amount which had been overpaid him in advance; 
but meanwhile he rapidly declined, and died on 14 February 
1864. A committee of the House reversed the whole of the engage- 
ments made by the Fine Arts Commission with the several artists 
employed, and the Government more than justified Dyce by the 
additions they made to the prices paid to the other artists for the 
works they were engaged upon on the walls of the national building. 

Dyce drew the figure correctly and with grace, but without much 
originality of style; indeed m his work generally, he rather foimded 
himself on the style of others than formed a style of his own. After 
he had passed his imitative period, his colouring was pearly and 
agreeable; yet we cannot rank him as a colourist. Generally his works 
are learned rather than original, and call forth our approval in a 
greater degree than our love. 

We have noted that the best years of Dyce’s life were occupied 
either in fresco-painting or in forwarding the new art movement 
in the establishment of schools of design; but though wmning great 
reputation in both directions, in both he failed to carry out his own 
views. With great art knowledge, and much real talent in its applica- 
tion, together with methodic habits in matters of mere business, so 
seldom found conjoined with art, some quality was wanting to 
enable him to achieve complete success: he seemed ever right in 
theory, but in practice he fell short of fruition. He did not possess 
the power of controlling other men to work in harmony with him, 
nor of subjecting his own wiU, in things indifferent, to those who 
were his colleagues in labour or in aim. This is evidenced in both 
the great imdertakings he was engaged upon. 

His labours connected with the first effort on the part of the 
Government of this country to promote the spread of art were also 
most important; they have too intimate a connexion with the future, 
and thus with the subject of this work, to be dismissed without a 
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somewhat lengthy notice. In the foundation of Government schools 
of art, perhaps the more important work of the two in which Dyce 
was engaged, he was continually contending with a committee 
which he had not the art to lead nor the power to convince; thus 
his wise suggestions were either disregarded or only partially adopted, 
and finally it was left to others to carry mto execution what he had 
proposed, and to enlarge on the basis he had endeavoured to prepare. 
Dyce’s first contnbution to the new movement was his valuable 
report on the Continental schools. His first labour was in preparing 
a set of examples for school use, and he proceeded so far as to produce 
an elementary work of the greatest ment. 

Dyce reported that in the best Continental School, that of Berlin, 
instruction in art, and instruction in the processes of those manu- 
factures which required art for their decoration, was given, but that 
no school existed for the actual production of patterns or designs 
for manufactures; this third element Dyce sought to mtroduce into 
our art schools. But neither manufacturers, artisans, nor the public 
were prepared to meet the effort. 

When the Department of Art was formed and placed under a minister 
of the Crown, Her Majesty permitted it temporarily to occupy Marl- 
borough House. Sir Henry Cole was appomted general superintendent, 
and Richard Redgrave, R.A., art superintendent, under the president 
of the Board of Trade; and the Board at once passed a minute pro- 
viding for the extension of art schools — ^for opening them to all classes 
— and making instruction in drawing a part of the teaching in schools 
for the poor; thus preparing the children of the artisan for a higher 
future training in schools of art. In connexion with this extension of 
art teaching, provision was made for forming a collection of works 
wheremthe best art was allied to handicraft-skill; historical, but chiefly 
of those periods when the union of art and manufacture was most per- 
fect, and the taste exercised in such productions of the highest; the 
museum thus formed was to be opened to the public. 

Thus two objects which Dyce had thought desirable, but had been 
unable to accomplish, have been fully carried out. Hitherto the 
teaching afforded by the art schools had been expressly confined to 
artisans and designers, and every effort upon the part of others to 
participate in the instruction was systematically discouraged; but the 
general superintendent wisely perceived that it was necessary to 
extend the instruction, so as to improve the knowledge of the manu- 
facturer by whom the skilled artisans were to be employed, and the 
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taste of the consumer who was to purchase the resrJts of their skilled 
labour. Under the new department the schools, formerly called 
Schools of Design, were now named Schools of Art, and the teaching 
they offer is thrown open to all. 

On the formation of the department a great effort was made to 
produce original designs suited to the manufacturing processes by 
which they were to be executed. In the end this attempt temporarily 
failed — partly from the jealousy of the manufacturers, who dreaded 
lest the special designs of their own workshops should be betrayed; 
and partly because designers, when fully educated, had for a time 
difficulty in obtaining employment on remunerative terms. The 
effort was not laid aside, but only postponed, and the great aim of 
the central school in London directed to the thorough training of 
teachers to take charge of the various art schools throughout the 
country. For this purpose the first labours of Redgrave were con- 
centrated upon laying down a course of instruction suitable for all 
schools, and the selection or preparation of examples of a high class 
for the use of the students; with, at the same time, a mode of examina- 
tion, both to test the instruction given and to justify the department 
in certifying the ability of its teachers when trained, as well as that 
of the general pupils, who were admitted to share the instruction 
offered in the schools. 

When Redgrave retired in 1876 his successor Sir Edward Poynter, 
P.R.A. (1836-1919), said of him that ‘he was the author of the most 
perfect system of national art instruction ever devised — a system 
unique in Europe and the value of which had been recognized m 
many countries’. 

Many others bear testimony to the influence on manufactures of 
the schools and their teaching. Our work relates rather to their 
bearing on art-teaching generally. The effect of opening the schools 
of art to aU those who are willing to enter them, and receive a 
thorough groimding in the language of art, has been to prepare a 
generation more competent to enjoy and to appreciate it; especially 
in cases where genius and talent were latent, and opportunity of 
instruction only was wanted to give that which, while it is as neces- 
sary as the ‘accomplishment of verse’ to the poet, is far more diffi- 
cult of acquisition than his language; more opposed, in the labour 
of acquisition, to the higher mental qualities which alone constitute 
the true artist; and which many, no doubt, lacking these opportunities, 
faltered and fainted in the strife to achieve. 




PLATES 





I. PORTRAIT OF RICHARD II 



2. SIR NATHANIEL BACON: SELF-PORTRAIT 




3. SIR GODFREY KNELLER' JOHN HAY, FIRST MARQUESS OF TWEEDLE 




4. SIR PETER LELY*. PORTRAIT OF SIR WILLIAM TEMPLE, ENGLISH 
AMBASSADOR AT BRUSSELS AND AT THE HAGUE 



WILLIAM hogasth; self-portrait with his dog trump 






7 . WILLIAM IIOGARIII* TUB MABCII TO TINCIIILY (mAUCII Ol- THE GUARDS TOWARD 
SCOTLAND IN THE YEAR I745) 



8. WILLIAM HOGARTH: DAVID GARRICK AND HIS WIFE 
By gracious permission of Hts Majesty the Ring 





II. SAMUEL SCOTT VIEW OF LONDON— ST PAUL’S AND 
BLACKFEIARS BRIDGE 



12. PETER MONAMY: OLD EAST INDIA WHARF, LONDON BRIDGE 




RICHARD WILSON* THE SUMMIT OF CADER IDRIS 





JOHN VARLEY* CHEYNE AVAEK, CHELSEA, LONDON 



l6. CORNELIUS VARLEY: the market place in ROSS, HEREFORDSHIRE 




17. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS* MRS. SIDDONS AS ‘tHE TRAGIC MUSE * 





l8. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS: LADY BETTY HAMILTON 




ip. SIR JOSHUA REYNOIDS- NELLY o’bEIEN 




20. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS: PORTRAIT OF A CHINESE BOY, 
WANG-Y-TONG 



21. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS; DR. SAMUEL JOHNSON 




23. SIRJOSHUASEYNOIDS: SELF-PORTRAIT AT THE AGE OF ABOUT TWENTY 





2 . 3 - SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS- THE THAAIES FROAI RICHAIOND HILL 



24- THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: ROBERT ANDREWS AND HIS WIPE AT AUBERIES 






26 . THOMAi GAINSBOEOUGH THE COTTAGE DOOE 





28. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: SELF-PORTRAIT 





31. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST WITH HIS 
WIFE AND HIS DAUGHTER MARY 





|2. JOHN SINGLETON COPLEY: THE PRINCESSES MARY SOPHIA AND 
AMELIA, DAUGHTERS OF GEORGE III 


By gracious permission of His Majesty the King 



53. JOHN SINGLETON COPLEY: THE BOY WITH THE SQUIRREL 




34- GEORGE ROMNEY: WIILIAM PITT AS A BOY 




36. GEORGE KOMNEY: WILLIAM COWPER, THE POET 




37 * henry fuseli: woman sitting under the 

HEAD OP MEDUSA 




38 . JOSEPH WRIGHT; A GIRL READING A LETTER BY CANDLELIGHT 





39 JOSEPH WRIGHT* SIR BROOKE BOOTHBY IN A LANHSCAPE, WITH A VOEUME OF ROUSSEAU 





4-0. AlICHAEI. ANGEI-O HOOKER: THE NORMAN TOWER AT BURY ST. EOMUNHS 





41. JOHANN ZOFFANY: THE EIFE SCHOOL, OF THE EOYAI. ACADEMY 
By gracious permission of Mis Afajesty the King 



42. BENJAMIN WEST: TIIF DEATH UY C.ENhllAI WOLIF 




43. THOMAS BEWICK. THE OWL 



44 - GEORGE STUBBS: COMMON FOWL 



^5' GEOKGE SXUBBS: EET^XOIST AND PAIH 



4 . 6 , GEORGE MORLANO* STARI E INTERIOR 





48. JOHN ROBEUT COZENS! VIEW IN lllli ISLAND t)E I I H A 




49 . PAUL SANDBY. VIEW OF LONDON FROM THE TERRACE OF SOMERSET HOUSE 





50. THOMAS GIRTIN: KIRKSTALT abbey in YORKSHIRE 



51. MATTHEW SNEILING MINIATURE PORTRAIT 01 CHARLES 



5^* RICHARD COSWAY: EIIZABFTH, VISCOUNTESS 
By gradous permission of Hu Majesty the' King 


OF MELBOURNE 



53. WILLIAM BLAKE; THE ANCIENT Of TUB DAYS 





54. WILLIAM BLAKE: DANTE AND VERGIL APPROACHING THE ANGEL 
WHO GUARDS THE ENTRANCE TO PURGATORY 




56. JAMES ward; regent's park— cattle piece 

By catfflesy of the Truslas of the Tntt Gallery 





JOHN JAMES CHALON: STREET SCENE, ERITH, KENT 





58, PETER DE WINX* GI OTJCESTER 




59- GEORGE barret: view through a window 
By gracious permission of Hu Majesty the King 




60 . THOMAS LAWRENCE: PORTRAIT OF ‘pINKIE’ 



6l, SIR HENRY RAEBURN, SIR JOHN AND LADY CLARK 



^cziBn 




63. SIR HENRY RAEBURN: THE ELPHINSTONE CHILDREN 



<54' JOHN hoppnee: the artist’s children 


66. JOSEPH MAUORD -WILLIAM TURNER; DIDO BUILDING CARTHAGE 






67. JOSEPH MALLOliD WILLIAM TURNER*. THE FALLS AT TIVOLI 




6lJ JOSBPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER. THE riCHTINC. TEMIRAIKE 
TOWED TO HER LAST BERHI 



70 JOSEPH MAlLOfiD WILLIAM TURNER DOLBADDERN CASTLE, 
NORTH WALES 



71 . yOSEPH MALLOP.D WILLIAM TURNER. SNOW STORM HANNIBAL CROSSING THE ALPS 

By courtesy of the Trustees of the Tate Gallery 




72 JOSEPH MALLORO WILLIAM TURNER THE SLAVE SHIP 










77 - THOMAS WEBSTER A VILLAGE CHOIR 






78. WILilAAl ETXY; a IsfXJOE WOJVIAN 




79 CTTARFFS ROBERT IESLTE: UNCIE TOBY AND WIDOW WADMAN IN 
THF SENTRY BOX 
liy rnurte^y nflhe Trn<tlee\ of the Tnte (Inllery 




80. WILLIAM POWELL FRITH.* UNCLE TOBY AND THE WIDOW WADMAN 
By courtesy of the Truitees of the Tate Gallery 





\ 


8l. WILLIAM POWELL FRITH. SKETCH FOR 




linnell the harvest moo 


83. JOHN CROME. THISTLE AND WATER VOLE 




8f. [OUN CROME. LANDSCAPE WITH COTTAGES 





85 JOHN CROJWLE SXAXE QUARRIES 




86. JOHN SELL COTMAN* THE PLOUGHED FIELD 



87 JOHN SELL COTMAN: THE DROP GATE 
By Loutteiy oj the Trustees o] the Tate Galkty 





SS JOHN CONSTABLE: A HOUSE AT HAMPSTEAD 




89 JOHN CONSX ABLE * HAA4:PSXEAE> HEAXH 




go, JOHN CONSTABLE. OLD BRIGHTON CHAIN PIER 



JOHN constable: kew bridge 






92 . DAVID cox: HIGH WIND OLD SHERWOOD FOREST 



93 - JOHN MARTIN THE DELUGE 




9^ RICHARD PARKES BONINGTON: THE COLIEONI MONUMENT IN 
VENICE 



By gracious permission of fits Jilajesly the Jxtng 



98. SAMUEL 





100. WIJLIAMDYCL '1 UL WOMAN Ul SAMARIA 


LIST OF PLATES 




LIST OF PLATES 


1. PORTRAIT OF RICHARD n. Tempera, above life-size. By an unknown artist, 
late fourteenth century. Choir of Westminster Abbey, London. 

2. SIR NATHANIBL BACON* SELF-PORTRAIT. Oil, C. 1625. CoUcCtlOn of the Earl 
of Verulam, Gorhambury. 

3. SIR GODFREY KNELLERI JOHN HAY, HRST MARQUESS OF TWEEDLE. Oil, C. I694. 

National Gallery, London. 

4. SIR PEl'ER LELY: PORTRAIT OF SIR WILLIAM TEMPLE, ENGLISH AMBASSADOR AT 
BRUSSELS AND AT THE HAGUE. Oil, c, 1660. Metropolitan Museum, New York. 

5. WILLIAM HOGARTH: SELF-PORTRAIT WITH HIS DOG TRUMP. Oil, I745. Tate 
Gallery, London. 

6. WILLIAM HOGARTH: MARIAGE A LA MODE— THE MARRIAGE CONTRACT. Oil, 

1744. Tate Gallery, London. 

7. WILLIAM HOGARTH: THE MARCH TO HNCHIEY (MARCH OF THE GUARDS 
TOWARDS SCOTLAND IN THE YEAR 1745). Oil. The Foundling Hospital, London. 

8. WILLIAM HOGARTH: DAVID GARRICK AND HIS WIFE. Oil, 1757. Royal Collec- 
tion, Wmdsor Casde. 

9. ALLAN RAMSAY: THE PAINTER’S WIFE. Oil, c. 1755. National Gallery of 
Scodand, Edinburgh. 

10. ANTONIO CANALETTO : VIEW OP LONDON FROM SOMERSET HOUSE GARDENS. 

Pen and Wash, c. 1747, The Royal Library, Windsor. 

11. SAMUEL SCOTT: VIEW OF LONDON — ST. PAUL’S AND BLACKFRIARS BRIDGE. 

Pen and Water-colour, c. 1750. British Museum. 

12. PETER MONAMY: OLD EAST INDIA WHARF, LONDON BRIDGE. Water-COloUT, 
c. 1710. Victoria & Albert Museum, London. 

13. RICHARD WILSON: THE SUMMIT OF CADER IDRIS. Oil, C. I77O. National 
Gallery, London. (From the Edward Marsh Collection.) 

14. RICHARD WILSON: THE STORM. Oil, c. 1755. Museum of Fine Arts, Boston 

15. JOHN varley: cheyne walk, CHELSEA, LONDON. Water-colouT, 1811. 
Victoria & Albert Museum, London. 

1 ( 5 . CORNEUUS varley: the MARKET PLACE IN ROSS, HEREFORDSHIRE. Water- 
colour, 1803. Victoria & Albert Museum, London. 

17. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS: MRS. SIDDONS AS *THE TRAGIC MUSE*. Oil, I784. 
liuntington Art Gallery, San Marino, California. 

18. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS: LADY BETTY HAMILTON. Oil, 1758 - National Gallery 
of Art, Washington (Widener Collection). 

19. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS: NELLY o’brien. Oil, 1762. Wallace Collection, 
London. 

20. sir JOSHUA REYNOLDS: PORTRAIT OF A CHINESE BOY, WANG-Y-TONG. Oil, 
1776. Collection of Lord SackviUe, Knole, Kent. 



LIST OF PLATES 


588 

21. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS; DR. SAMUEL JOHNSON. Oil, ijjo. Collection of 
Lord SackviHe, Knole, Kent. 

22. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS: SELF-PORTRAIT AT THE AGE OP ABOUT TWENTY. 
Oil, c, 1753. National Portrait Gallery, London. 

23. SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS: THE THAMES FROM RICHMOND HELL. Oil, 1 788. 

National Gallery, London. (From Lord Northbrook’s Collection.) 

24. THOiMAS GAINSBOROUGH: ROBERT ANDREWS AND HIS WIFE AT AUBERIES. 

Oil, c. 1750. Collection G. W. Andrews, Esq., Ashstead, Surrey. 

25. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: THE MARKET CART. Oil, 1786. National Gallery, 
London. 

26. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: THE COTTAGE DOOR. Oil, I778. HimtmgtOn Art 
Gallery, San Marino, CaHfomia. 

27. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: STUDY FOR THE PORTRAIT OF A LADY. Black chalk 
on grey paper, c. 1750. British Museum. 

28. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: SELF-PORTRAIT. Oil, c. 1755. Collection of the 
Rt. Hon. Sir Philip Sassoon, Bart., London. 

29. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: THE HON. MRS. GRAHAM. Oil, 1 776. National 
Gallery of Scotland, Edinburgh. 

30. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: THE BLUB BOY. Oil, C. IJJO, HuntingtOn Art 
Gallery, San Marino, California. 

31. THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH: PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST WITH HIS WIFE AND HIS 
DAUGHTER MARY. Oil, c. 1750. CoUcction of the Rt, Hon. Sir Phihp Sassoon, 
Bart, London. 

32. JOHN SINGLETON COPLEY: THE PRINCESSES MARY SOPHIA AND AMELIA, 
DAUGHTERS OF GEORGE HI. Pen, ink and brush, c, 1784. The Royal Library, 
Windsor. 

33. JOHN SINGLETON COPLEY: THE BOY WITH THE SQUIRREL. Oil, C. 1 764, 
(Unknown Private Collecuon.) 

34. GEORGE ROMNEY: WILLIAM PITT AS A BOY. Oil, c. 1775. Collection of the 
Earl of Crawford and Balcarxes, Haigh Hall. 

35. GEORGE ROMNEY: EMMA, LADY HAMILTON. Oil, C. I783. HuntingtOn Art 
Gallery, San Marino, California. 

36. GEORGE ROMNEY: WILLIAM COWPER, THE POET. Pastcl, 1 792. National 
Portrait Gallery, London. 

37. HENRY FUSELI: WOlVIAN SITTING UNDER THE HEAD OF MEDUSA. Indian ink 
and wash, c. 1780. Nuremberg, City Museum. 

38. JOSEPH WRIGHT: A GIRL READING A LETTER BY CANDLELIGHT. Oil, f. I 7 < 55 . 
Nelthorpc Collection. 

39. JOSEPH WRIGHT. SIR BROOKE BOOTHBY IN A LANDSCAPE, WITH A VOLUME 
OF ROUSSEAU. Oil, 1781. National Gallery, London. 

40. MICHAEL ANGELO ROOKER: THE NORMAN TOWER AT BURY ST. EDMUNDS. 

Water-colour, c. 1788. Victoria & Albert Museum, London. 



LIST OP PLATES 


589 


41. JOHANN ZOFFANY- THE LIFE SCHOOL OF THE ROYAL ACADEMY. Oil, I77I. 

The Royal Collection, Windsor Castle. (Including portraits of Zofliiy, 
Benjamin West, Paul Sandby, Reynolds, Wilson, Cosway and others.) 

42. BENJAMIN west: THE DEATH OF GENERAL WOLFE Oil, I77O. National 
Gallery of Canada, Ottawa. 

-43. THOMAS BEWICK: THE OWL. Woodcut, 1797. (Proof, in the possession of 
tile Editor.) 

44. GEORGE STUBBS; COMMON FOWL. Engraving, 1804. British Museum. 

45. GEORGE STUBBS: PHffiTON AND PAIR. Oil, 1787. National Gallery, London. 

46. GEORGE morland: STABLE INTERIOR. Oil, c. 1790. National Gallery, London. 

47. ALEXANDER COZENS : A MOUNTAINOUS LAFJDSCAPE. Indian ink and brown 
wash, c. 1770. Bntish lyluseum. 

48. JOHN ROBERT COZENS*. VIEW IN THE ISLAND OF ELBA. WatCr-COloUT, C, 1 782. 
Victoria & Albert Museum, London. 

49. PAUL SANDBY: VIEW OF LONDON FROM THE TERRACE OF SOMERSET HOUSE. 
Water-colour, c. 1800. Richard Ford Collection, London. 

50. THOMAS GIRTIN: KIRKSTALL ABBEY IN YORKSHIRE. Watcr-ColoUT, I8OO. 
Victoria & Albert Museum, London. 

51. MATTHEW SNELLING: MINIATURE PORTRAIT OP CHARLES I, I647. 

52 RICHARD COSWAY: ELIZABETH, VISCOUNTESS OF MELBOURNE. Oil, C. I780. 

The Royal Collection, Wmdsor Castle. 

53. WILLIAM BLAKE: THE ANOENT OF THE DAYS. Rdief Etching, worked over 
with water-colour, 1794. British Museum. 

54. WILUAM BLAKE: DANTE AND VERGIL APPROACHING THE ANGEL WHO GUARDS 
THE ENTRANCE TO PURGATORY. Water-colour, 1 824. Tate Gallery, London. 

55. EDWARD CALVERT: THE CYDER FEAST. Engraving, 1 828. British Museum. 

56. lAMES ward: regent’s PARK — CATTLE PIECE Oil, 1807. Tate Gallery, 
London. 

57. JOHN JAMES CHALON: STREET SCENE, ERTTH, KENT WatCr-Colour, 1808. 
Victona & Albert Museum, London. 

58. PETER de"wint: GLOUCESTER. Watcr-colouT, 1840. Victoria & Albert 
Museum, London. 

59. GEORGE barret: VIEW THROUGH A WINDOW. Water-colour, c. 1820. The 
Royal Library, Windsor. 

60. THOMAS LAWRENCE: PORTRAIT OP * PINKIE ’. Oil, c. 1 820. Huntington Art 
Gallery, San Marino, California. 

61. SIR HENRY RAEBURN: SIR JOHN AND LADY CLARK. Oil, c. 1790 . Beit Collec- 
tion, London. 

62. SIR HENRY RAEBURN: THE ARCHERS — SIR RONALD AND ROBERT FERGUSON. 
Collection of Viscountess Novar. 



590 


LIST OF PLATES 


63. SIR HENRY RAEBURN- THE ELPHINSTONB CHILDREN. Oil, C. ISOO. Cincinnati 
Art Museum. 

64. JOHN hoppner: the artist’s children. Oil, 1799- Washington, National 
Gallery of Art (Widener Collection). 

65. JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER: WINDSOR CASTLE PROM THE MEADOWS. 

Oil, c. 1808. Tate Gallery, London. 

66 . JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER: DIDO BUILDING CARTHAGE. Oil, I815. 
National Gallery, London. 

67. JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER: THE FALLS AT TIVOLI. Water-Colour 
after John Robert Cozens), 1818. Victoria & Albert Museum, London. 

68 . JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER: THE GRAND CANAL IN VENICE. Oil, 

c. 1838. Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore. 

69. JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER: THE HGHTING TEMERAIRE TOWED TO 
HER LAST BERTH. Oil, 1 83 8. National Gallery, London. 

70. JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER *. DOLBADERN CASTLE, NORTH WALES. Oil, 

1800. Royal Academy, London. 

71. JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER: SNOW STORM — ^HANNIBAL CROSSING THE 
ALPS. Oil, 1812. National Gallery, London. 

72. JOSEPH MALLORD WILLIAM TURNER*. THE SLAVE SHIP. Oil, C. 184O. MuSCUm 
of Fme Arts, Boston. 

73. WHUAM MULBBADY: THE SONNET. Oil, 1 83 8. Victoria & Albert Museum, 
London. 

74. WILLIAM MULREADY: CHOOSING THE WEDDING GOWN. Oil, 1 845. VlCtOna 
& Albert Museum, London. 

75. SIR DAVID WILKIE: STUDY FOR ‘BLIND MAN’S BUFF*. Pen and brown ink, 
1812. National Gallery of Scotland, Edmburgh. 

76. BENJAMIN ROBERT HAYDON: PUNCH AND JUDY. Oil, 1 829. Tate Gallery, 
London. 

77. THOMAS WEBSTER: A VILLAGE CHOIR. Oil, 1 847. Victoria & Albert Museum, 
London. 

78. WILLIAM etty: A NUDE WOMAN. Oil, c. 1830. CoUcction of the Earl of 
Sandwicli, Hinchmbrooke. 

79. CHARLES ROBERT LESLIE: UNCLE TOBY AND WIDOW WADMAN IN THE SENTRY 
BOX. on, 1830. Tate Gallery, London. 

80. WHLIAM POWELL frith: UNCLE TOBY AND THE WIDOW WADMAN. Oil, I865. 
Tate Gallery, London. 

81. WILLIAM POWELL FRITH: SKETCH FOR ‘DERBY DAY’. Oil, I858. Victoria & 
Albert Museum, London. 

82. JOHN UNNELL: THE HARVEST MOON. Water-colour, 1855. Victoria & Albert 
Museum, London. 

83. JOHN CROME: THISTLE AND WATER VOLE. Oil, C. 18T5. CoUcCtlOn of Sir 
Michael Samuel, London. 



LIST OF PLATES 59I 

14. JOHN crome: landscape with cottages. Water-colour, c. 1805. Victoria 
k Albert Museum, London. 

{5. JOHN crome: slate quarries. Oil, c. 1803. Tate Gallery, London. 

\6. JOHN SELL cotman: THE PLOUGHED HELD. Water-colour, c. 1 8 12. Leeds, 
2 ity Art Gallery. 

I7. JOHN SELL cotman: THE DROP GATE. Oil, c. 1 8 10. Tate Gallery, London. 

}8. JOHN constable: a house at HAMPSTEAD. Oil, c. 1 832. National Gallery, 
^ondon. 

I9. JOHN constable: HAMPSTEAD HEATH. Oil, c. 1 822. Pennsylvania Museum 
of Art, Philadelphia. 

po. JOHN constable: old BRIGHTON CHAIN PIER. Oil, c. 1 824. Pennsylvania 
\^uscum of Art, Philadelphia (W ilstach Collection). 

ji. JOHN constable: kew bridge. Oil, c. 1830. Art Assoaation of Montreal, 
Canada. 

)2. DAVID cox: high WIND — OLD SHERWOOD FORREST. Water-ColoUT, 1855. 
(Unknown Collection.) 

33. JOHN martin : THE DELUGE Mezzotint on steel, coloured by hand, r. 1828. 
Thomas Balston Collection. 

94. RICHARD PARKES BONINGTON: VERSAILLES. Oil, C. 1 825. Musee du LouVrC, 
Pans. 

95. RICHARD PARKES BONINGTON: SELF-PORTRAIT. Water-colour, C, 1827. 
National Portrait Gallery, London. 

96. RICHARD PARKES BONINGTON: THE COLLEONI MONUMENT IN VENICE. 

Water-colour, c. 1826. Mus6e du Louvre, Paris. 

97. SIR EDWIN LANDSEER: HIPPOPOTAMUS. Pen, ink and wash, c. 1824. Royal 
Library, Wmdsor. 

98. SAMUEL palmer: LANDSCAPE. Pen, ink and water-colour, 1825. Ashmolean 
Museum, Oxford. 

99. SAMUEL PALMER : YOUNG MAN YOKING AN OX Indian ink, 1 825. Ashmolean 
Museum, Oxford. 

100. WILLIAM dycb: the WOMAN OF SAMARIA. Oil, c. i860. Art Gallery, 
Birmingham. 




BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX 


A short handlist cannot attempt to be complete, but, in the absence 
of a proper bibhography of British Art, even this may be found useful. 

Unless otherwise stated, the place of pubHcation is London. 

GENERAL 

English Painting j 1500-1700, C. H. Collitis Baker and W. G. Constable, 1930. 
Artists and Their Friends in England, lyoo-iygg, WiUiam T. Whitley, 1928. 

Art in England, 1800-1820, William T. wiudey, Cambridge, 1928. 

Art in England, 1821-1857, Wilham T. Whitley, Cambridge, 1930. 

Art, A. Paul Oppe, in Early Victorian England, 1850-1865, Oxford, 1934. 

The Liues of the Most Eminent British Painters, Allan Cunnmgham, 1828; ed. 
Mrs. Heaton, 1879-1880. 

Anecdotes of Painting in England, Horace Walpole, 1761; ed. Ralph N. Womum, 
1876. 

Georgian Art, 1760-1820, Roger Fry and others, 1929. 

See also under Farington, Lely, and Vertue. 

Scottish Painting Past and Present, i620-igo8, James L. Caw, Edinburgh, 1908. 
Four Irish Landscape Painters, G. Barret,]. A. O* Connor, W. F. Osborne, N. Hone, 
Thomas Bodkin, Dublin, 1920. 

The Norwich School of Painting, William F. Dickes, 1905. 

British Miniaturists (1520-1860), Basil S. Long, 1921. 

The History of the Royal Academy of Arts, William Sandby, 1862. 

The Royal Academy and its Members, 1768-1850, ]. E. Hodgson and Fred. A. 
Eaton, 1905. 

Recollections of the British Institution, Thomas Smith, i860. 

A History of the Old Wateri-Colour Society, John Lewis Roget, 1891. 

Annual Volumes of the Old Water-Colour Society's Club, 1924, etc. 

History of British Water-Colour Painting, H. M. Cmidall, 1908; revised 1929. 
English Water-Colours, Laurence Binyon, 1933, revised 1945. 

Animal Painters of England, Sir Walter Gilbey, 1900-1911. 

A Chronological History of the Old English Landscape Painters in Oil, Colonel 
M. H. Grant, 1926* 

Annual Volumes of the Walpole Society, Oidoid, 1912, etc. 

Drawings: British Museum, Catalogue of Drawings by British Artists, Laurence 
Binyon, 1898-1907. 

English Drawings’ An Anthology, M. T. Ritchie, 1935. 

INDIVIDUAL ARTISTS 

ALEXANDER, William, 1767-1816 page 147, 435 

The Costume of the Russian Empire, W. Alexander, 1805. 

The Costume of China, W. Alexander, 1805. 

Picturesque Representations of the Dress and Manners of the Austrians, 

W. Alexander, 1814. 

Pictwesque Representations of the Dress and Manners of the Turks, 

W. Alexander, 181/1. 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX 


ALLAN, Sir William, R,A., p.r.s.a., 1744-1850 page 249, 290, 370 

ALLSTON, Washington, A.R.A., 1779-1843 298, 299, 304, 333, 395 

Lectures on the Works and Genius of Washington Allston, W. Ware, 
Boston, 1854 

Washington Allston, M. F. Sweetser, Boston, 1879 
The Life and Letters of Washington Allston, Jsned B. Flagg, New York, 1892 
ANDBRTON, Henry, 1630-r. 1665 15 

ANSDELL, Richard, R-a., 1816-1885 191, 420, 421 

ARNALD, George, a.r.a., 1763-1841 200 

BACON, Sir Nathamel, c, 1585-1627 14 

BAILLIB, Captain William, 1723-1810 6 

The Works of Captain William Baillie, after Paintings and Drawings by 
the Greatest Masters, 1771, etc. 

BANKS, Thomas, r.a., 1735-1805 294 

Annals of Thomas Banks, ed. C. F. Bell, Cambridge, 193 8 
BARRET, George, 1732-1784 45, 46, 47, 198 

BARRET, George, the Younger, 1767/8-1842 195, 198, 199, 207, 267 

The Theory and Practice of Water-Colour Painting Elucidated, G. Barret, 

1840 

BARRY, Sir Charles . 459 

The Life and Works of Sir Charles Barry, A. Barry, 1867 
BARRY, Janies, r.a., 1741-1806 45, 46, 80, 81, 82 85-91, 96, 109, 168, 288 
The Works of fames Barry, Historical Painter, edited with a Memoir, 

E. Fryer, 1809 

Series of Etchings from His Paintings in the Adelphi, J. Barry, 1808-18 10 
BARTOLO221, Francesco, r.a., 1728-1815 75, 76, 92 

Bartolozzi and His Works, A. W. Tucr, 1881 
Francesco Bartolozzi, A Biographical Essay,]. T. H. Baily, 1907 
BASIRE, James, 1730-1802 181 

BEALE, Mary, 1633-1697 16 

Mary Beale, Gery MUner-Gibson-Cullum, Ipswich, 1915 
BEAUMONT, Sir Gcorgc, 1753-1827 4, 61, 149, 244, 277, 395, 457 

Memoirs of Coleorton, William A. Knight, 1887 
BEECHBY, Sir William, r.a., 1753-1829 5S, 131-133, 2^2, 223, 298, 348, 349 
Sir William Beechey, R.A., William Roberts, 1907 
BEWICK, John. 1760-1795 . 190 

BEWICK, Thomas, 1753-1828 189, 190, 440 

Notes on a Collection of Drawings and Woodcuts by Thos. Bewick, F. G. 
Stephens, 1881; bibhography 

Memoir of Thomas Bewick, written by himself , Newcastle, 1862; with 
introduction by Selwyn Image, 1924. 

Thomas Bewick and His Pupils, Austin Dobson, 1884 
The Water-Colour Drawings of Thomas Bewick, D. Croal Thomson, 1930 
BEWICK, William, 1795-1866 279 

Lfe and Letters of William Bewick, ed. Thomas Landseer, 1871 
BLAKE, William, 1757-1827 55, loi, 143, 181-185, 385, 448 

Life of William Blake, Alexander Gilchrist, 1863 ; 1880 ; ed. Ruthven 
Todd, 1942; 1945; bibliography 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX 


597 


A Bibliography of William Blake, Geoffirey Keynes, New York, 1921 
The Poetry and Prose of William Blake, ed. Geoffirey Keynes, 1927; 

1932; 1939 

The Life of William Blake, Mona Wilson, 1927; 1932 
William Blake, Ruthven Todd, Phaidon Press (in preparation) 


,AKBY, Nicholas, worked c. 1753 page 180 

)IT, Charles, d. 1727 166 

>NE, Henry P., r.a., 1755-1834 172, 173, 197 

)NiNGTON, Richard Parkes, 1802-1828 409, 410 

Bonington, The Hon. Andrew Shirley, 1941 ; bibliography 
)NOMi, Joseph, A.R.A., 1739-1808 90 

)x ALL, Sir William, R.A., 1800-1879 358* 359 

UGGS, Henry Perronet, r.a„ 1792-1844 250 

lOMPTON, Richard, d. 1782 4 

10 OKING, Charles, 1723-1759 38, 39, 421 

lOWNE, Alexander, working c, 1660-1680 166 

Ars Pictoria, Alexander Browne, 1669 ; enlarged 1675 
lOWNE, HablotK., 1815-1882 191 

jRNBT,John, 1784-1868 249, 261, 290 


A Treatise on Painting, John Burnet, 1837 
Practical Hints on Colour in Painting, John Burnet, 1843 
The Progress of a Painter, John Burnet, 1854 
Many odier technical works. 

iTRNEjJohn, 1786-1847 147, 151, 445 

ALDECOTT, Randolph, 1846-1886 ’ 191 

Randolph Caldecott, A Personal Memoir of His Early Art Career, 

H. Blackburn, 1887 

ALLCOTT, Su: Augustus Wall, R.A., 1779-1844 203, 319, 331, 373-378, 421 
Pictures by Sir A. W. Callcott, with a biographical sketch, J. DafFome, 1875 
ALVERT, Edward, 1799-1883 184 

A Memoir of Edward Calvert, Samuel Calvert, 1893 
A Cornish Artist — Edward Calvert, GeoiBGrey Grigson, West Country 
Magazine, i, Dcnliam, 1946 

ANALETTO, Giovaum Antonio, 1697-1768 4i» 407 

Canaletto in England, Hilda Finberg, Walpole Society, Oxford, ix, x, 
1921-1922 

Canaletto Drawings at Windsor Castle, K. T. Parker, Phaidon Press 
(in preparation) 


artwright, John, working c. 1775-1810 

114 

ATTERMOLE, GcorgC, I8OO-1868 

447 

ATTON, Charles, R.A., 1728-1798 

239 

AWSE,John, 1789-1862 



Introduction to the Art of Painting tn Oil Colours, J. Cawse, 1822 
The Art of Painting, J. Cawse, 1840 
:nALON, Alfred Edward, R.A., 

1781-1866 I74-, 175, 176, I77» X97, 335, 4-25, 42<5, 427 

: UAL ON, John James, r.a., 1778-1854 I75, 176, I97, 335, 425-427 



59S 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX 


CHANTRBY, Sir Fianas, R.A., 1781-1842 pa^e 366, 419, 473 

Sir Francis Chantrey, R^A., Recollections of His Life, Practice, and 
Opinions, George Jones, 1854 

Memorials of Sir Francis Chantrey, Sculptor, J. Holland, Sheffield, 1851 
CIPRIANI, Giovanni Battista, r.a., 1727-1785 4. I9> 74, 75» 109, 180 

CLENNELL, Luke, 1781-1840 1 90 

CLINT, George, a.r.a., 1770-1854 359 

COLLINS, Richard, 1755-1831 169 

COLLINS, William, r.a., 1787-1847 305, 3i7, 378-383, 421 

Memoirs of the Life of William Collim, Esq., R A., Wilkie Colhns, 1858 

CONSTABLE, John, R.A., I776-I837 

133, 150, 246, 265, 305, 335, 337, 340, 365-373, 384, 406, 410, 434 
Memoirs of the Life of John Cottstable, Esq., R.A., C. R. Leshc, 1843 J 
1844; ed. The Hon. Andrew Shirley, 1937; bibhography 
The Letters of John Constable to C. R. Leslie, R.A., ed. Peter Lcshe, 1931 
John Constable, Sir Kenneth Clark, Phaidon Press (in preparation) 

COOKE, Edward William, R.A., 1811-1880 423, 424 

Landscapes, British and Foreign, E. W. Cooke, 1874 
Leaves from My Sketch Book, E. W. Cooke, 1875 ; second series, 1877 
COOKE, George, 1781-1834 423 

COOPER, Abraham, r.a., 1787-1868 388 

COOPER, Alexander, d. 1660 16 

COOPER, Samuel, 1609-1672 i, 16, 145, 164, 165, 166 

Samuel Cooper and the English Miniature Painters of the XVII Century, 

J. J. Foster, 1914-1916 

COPE, Charles West, R.A., I8i 1-1890 465, 466 

Reminiscences of Charles West Cope, R.A., Charles Henry Cope, 1891 
COPLEY, John Smgleton, r.a., 1737-1815 80, 81, 82, 91-95, 96, 97, 288 

The Life and Works of John Singleton Copley, A. T. Perkins, 1873 ; 
ed. F. W. Bayley, Boston, 1915 

John Singleton Copley, AmericanPortraits, B. N. Parker and A. B. Wheeler, 
Boston, 1938; bibhography 

Letters and Papers of John Singleton Copley and Henry Pelham, Boston, 
Massachusetts Historical Society, 1914 


COSWAY, Maria, 1759-1838 171, 172 

COSWAY, Richard, r.a, 1740-1821 169, 170, 171, 172, 173 

A Catalogue raisonni of the engraved Work of Richard Cosway, with a 
Memoir, F. B. Daniell and Sir Philip Curne, 1890 
Richard Cosway and His Wife and Pupils, G. C. Wilhamson, 1905 
COTES, Francis, r A., 1726-1770 19, 96, 99 

COTMAN, John Sell, 1782-1842 203, 352, 354-357, 435 

Etchings, J. S. Cotman, 1811 

Specimens of Norman and Gothic Architecture in the County of Norjolk, 

J. S. Cotman, 1817 

Specimens of the Castellated and Ecclesiastical Remains in the County of 
Norfolk,]. S. Cotman, ?i8i7; 1838 
A Series of Etchings illustrative of the Architectural Antiquities of Norfolk, 

J. S. Cotman, 1818 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX 


599 


Antiquities of Saint Mary^s Chapel at Stourbridge, J. S. Cotman, 
Yarmouth, 1819 

Engravings of the most remarkable of the Sepulchral Brasses in Norfolk, 

J. S. Cotman, 1819 

Architectural Antiquities of Normandy, J. S. Cotman; Text by Dawson 
Turner, 1822 

Liber Studiorum, J. S. Cotman, 1838 
John Crome and John Sell Cotman, Laurence Bmyon, 1897 
The Water-Colour Drawings of John Sell Cotman^ A. Paul Oppe, 1923 
John Sell Cotman, Sydney D. Kitson, 1937 ; bibliography 
:ousiNs, Samuel, r.a., 1801-1887 ' page 363 

Samuel Cousins, A. Whitman, 1904 

:ox, David, 1783-1859 196, 267, 429-434 

A Treatise on Landscape Painting, D. Cox, 1813; ed. A. L. Baldry, 1922 
A Series of Progressive Lessons intended to elucidate the Art of Painting 
in Water-Colours, D. Cox, 1845 
A Memoir of the Life of David Cox, H, Neal Solly, 1873 
A Biography of David Cox, William Hall, 1881 
David Cox, Basil S.Long,OW Water-Colour Society's Club, 1933 
DOZENS, Alexander, c. 1715-1786 149 

Essay to facilitate the Inventing of Landscapes , A. Cozens, 1758 
Principles of Beauty relative to the Human Head, A. Cozens, 1778 
New Method of assisting the Invention in drawing Original Compositions 
of Landscape, A. Cozens, 1785 

Delineations of the General Character, Ramification and Foliage of Forest 
Trees, A. Cozens, 1786 

Fresh Light on Alexander Cozens, A. P. Oppe, Print Collector's Quarterly, 
viii, I, 1921 

Alexander Cozens, Martin Hardie, Collector, xi, 42-3, 1930 
COZENS, John Robert, 1752-1797 149-151, 152, 153, 154, 156, 159 , 160, 267 

Catalogue of an Exhibition of Drawings by J.R.Cozens, Burlington Fme 
Arts Club, 1922 ; illustrated 1923 

The Drawings and Sketches of John Robert Cozens, C. F. Bell and 
Thomas Girtm, Walpole Society, Oxford, xxiii, 1935 
CRESWICK, Thomas, R.A., 1811-1869 387, 388, 420 

CRIST ALL, Joshua, c. 1767-1847 195, 199, 207-210, 446 

Joshua Cristall, Randall Davies, Old Water-Colour Society's Club, 1927 
CROME, Jolin, 1768-1821 341-352, 353 , 354 , 357 , 3<55 

John Crome and John Sell Cotman, Laurence Bmyon, 1897 
Crome' s Etchings, H. S. Theobald, 1906 
John Crome, C. H. Collins Baker, 1921 
CUONB, Robert, working c. 1772-1799 7 

CROSSE, Lewis, d. 1724 166 

CRUIKSHANK, GcorgC, I792-I878 Ipl 

The Three Cmikshanks, F. Marchmont, 1897 
Cruikshank's Water-Colours, J. Grego, 1903 



6oo 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX 


ABibliogmphical Catalogue of the Works Illustrated by George Cmikshank, 
A. M. Colin, 1914 

An Illustrated Catalogue of Books and Caricatures by George Cmikshank, 
J. B. Townsend, 1919 


DANBY, Francis, A.R.A., 1793-1861 

page 398-402, 403 

Some Notei on Francis Danby, A.R.A., Geoffrey Grigson, Cornhill 

Magazine 968, 1946 

DANCE HOLLAND, Sir Nathaniel, R A., 1734-1811 

76, 96, 109, 1 18 

DAVENPORT, — , C. I645-C. I695 

31 

DAWE, George, R.A., 1781-1829 

13 1, 142 

DA YES, Edward, a.r.a., 1763-1804 

130, 13 1, 147. 148 

The Works of the late Edward Dayes, A.RA., ed. E. W. Brayley, 1805 

DEACON, James, d. 1750 

167 

DE CORT, Henry, 1742-1810 

246 

DE HEERB, Lucas, Working in England 1566-1575 

12 

DE LOUTHERBOURG, Philip JaCOb, R.A., 1746-1812 

78, 79 

Eidophusikon, An Eighteenth-century Cinema, Times, 31 January 1934 

DE WINT, Peter, 1784-1849 

267. 274, 437-440 

The Life and Works of Peter De Wint, Walter Armstrong, 1888 

Peter De Wint, Randall Davies, Old Water-Colour Society* s Club, 1924 

DIXON, John, d. 1715 

16 

DOBSON, William, 1610-1646 

I, 14. 31 

Doo, George Thomas, r.a., 1800-1886 

8 

DOYLE, Richard, 1826-1883 

191 

DRUMMOND, Samuel, a r.a., 1763-1844 

246 

DUFFIELD, WiUiam, 1817-1863 

457 , 458 

DUNCAN, Edward, 1803-1882 

447 


Edward Duncan, Painter in Oil and Water-Colour and Engraver, Frank 
L. Emanuel, Walker* s Quarterly, xxx 13, 1923 
DYCE, William, r.a., 1806-1864 459. 4<53, 4<53, 479-485 


Theory of the Fine Arts, W. Dyce, 1844 


EARLDOM, Richard, 1743-1822 136 

EASTLAKE, Sir Charles Lock, p.r.a., 1793-1865 

116, 359, 418, 459, 4<5o, 471, 474, 475 
Contributions to the Literature of the Fine Arts, Charles Lock Eastlakc, 

1848 ; second series, with Memoir by Lady Easdake, 1870 
EDRIDGE, Henry, A.R.A., 1769-1821 155, 173, 174 

EDWARDS, Edward, a.r.a., 1738-1806 19 

Anecdotes of Painters, Edward Edwards, 1808 (published after his death) 
EGG, Augustus Leopold, r.a., 1816-1863 345, 346 

ELLi s , John, 1 701-1757 66 

ELMORE, Alfred, R.A., 1815-1881 478 

ETTY, William, r.a., 1787-1849 8, 116, 231, 265, 282-287, 298, 372 

Life ofWilham Etty, R.A., Alexander Gilchrist, 1855 
Etty and the Nude, William Gaunt and F. Gordon Roe, Leigh-on~Sea, 

1943 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL INDEX 


6oi 


FAITH ORNB, William, 1616-1681 page 179 

A Desaiptive Catalogue of the Engraved Works of William Faithorne, 

L. Fagan, 1888 

FARINGTON, Joseph, R.A., I747-I82I 43, 53 

The Farington Diary by Joseph Farington, R.A., ed. James Greig, 
1922-1928 

Joseph Farington, Dictator of the Royal Academy, F. Gordon Roe, 
Walker's Quarterly, 5, 1921 
Wilson and Farington, Frank Rutter, 1923 
FIELDING, Anthony Vandyke Copley, 1789-1855 195, 200, 208, 445-447 

Anthony Vandyke Copley Fielding, S. C. Kaines Smith, Old Water- 
Colour Society's Club, 1926 
FIELDING, Nathan Theodore, worked c. 1775-1810 
FINCH, Francis Oliver, 1802-1862 
Memorials of Francis Oliver Finch, Eliza Finch, 1865 
FLATMAN, Thomas, 1635-1688 
FLAXMAN, John, R.A., I755-1826 
Lectures on Sculpture, J. Flaxman, 1829 
Drawings of Flaxman in University College, London, Sidney Colvin, 1876 
John Flaxman, W. G. Constable, 1927; bibliography 
PRANCIA, Francois Louis Thomas, 1772-1839 155, 157, 445 

FRASER, Alexander, 1786-1865 290 

FRITH, Wilham Powell, r.a., 1819-1909 420 

My Autobiography and Reminiscences, W. P. Frith, 3 vols., 1888, etc. 
PULLER, Isaac, 1606-1672 15 

FUSELI, Henry, R.A., 1741-1825 

84, 111-117, 123, 127, 168, 183, 220, 221, 247, 248, 298, 329, 367, 416 
Remarks on the writings and conduct of J. J. Rousseau [H. Fuseli], 1767 
The Life and Writings of Henry Fuseli, Esq., M.A., John Knowles, 

1831 

Johann Heinrich Fiissli, Dichter und Maler, Arnold Federmann, 

Zurich and Leipzig, 1927; bibliography 
Die Zeichnungen Johann Heinrich Fusslis, Paul Ganz, Basel, 1947 

GAINSBOROUGH, Thomas, R.A., 1727-1788 36, 66-73, 75, 77, 96, 102, 

105, 143, 153, 154, 163, 219, 232, 234, 236, 317, 365, 383, 443 
Gainsborough and His Place in English Art, Sir Walter Armstrong, 1 898 
Thomas Gainsborough, William T. Whitley, 1915 
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